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ABSTRACT I - B L
o The report analyzes tTrends in research.and programs
in special education. Twelve revievers from each of the divisions of

‘The Council for Exceptional children (CEC) reviewed abstracts of ERIC

(Educational Resources Tnformation Center) documents {(project

reports,. research reports; and conference presentations). The BRIC °
documents resulted from a computer search of all documents submitted
between December 1979:.and November 1980. Reviewers completed a matrix
or_scope, age/educational level, main focus, program or research, and
urusu2l ccatent indicatina developing trends. Pach reviever's =
nar-ative comments are presented for four coaponents: research and
program activity (including discussion on omitted documents and field
terms) : nev models, prodrams, or research with siynificant or fature
implications: state of the art and future trends: and suggestions for
future analyses, Reviewers represent the following CEC division '
aceas: administra®ion (Pobert L. Guarino): behavisral disorders
(Steve C. Imber): men+al retardation (Donna Denney Tyran)s -
educatlonr2l Jiagnostic services (R. C. Taylor): learning disabilities-

(Lirda Brown): career development (B. Diane Wimmer) ; communication

disorders (Pzul A. Waryas): early chilghood (Jane PeWeerd):

physically handicapped (Barbara Sirvis): visually handicapped (Anne

L. Corn): gifted (Pelice Kaufmann): and teacher education (Robert G.
Simpsonl . (CL) - .

REAE AR KRR RRARKRXRXKXRRRRR KRR K RKKXREXRRERE KKK R KREERRERREREE R KEARRRRERE

. Peproductions supplied by EDRS. are +he best that can be made
.~ _____from the original document. =

ARKRRREXRZXKRXKRRRAKKRKRRREERXRERERKE KRR RERKRR RERE AR EEKXRREE K RARERRRKE

R

X

ERIC -~




CErTER (EMC:

_ . i
: /rrus docanment “as bue n ,.roducad as -
¥~ receved from T'@ peison 3 C-GandEbON .
~ onq-mnc
$ Minew ch ru hawr foar Macy 10 IMpIove
bi __reprc” ucru quhtv
~~ i ® Paintsolws ~vor. o nr !0 .hisoocu
mentdonu, . v .p 4 totcal NIE
: posItGN or £l

: STATE OF THE ART_AND FUTURE TRENDS I¥ <:- AL "DUCATION 1980:
AN ANAtYSiS USING THE E L~ LATA :

Marion Cambel, Edito-

Robert L. Guar1no - Pau1 A. Waryas -
Steve C. Imber . Jane DeWeerd
Donna Denney Tynan . Barbara Sirvis

R. C. Taylor . Anne"L. Corn
Linda Brewn Felice Kaufmann
B: Diane Wimmer | - .Robert G. Simpson

August 1981

A Product of the ERIC C]ear1nghouse on Hand1capped and Gifted Children
, . The Council for Except1ona1 Children

Rgston, V1rg1n1a 22691

CEC /#0734

(e}




A publication of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Handicapped.and
Gifted Children. Pijb'_'li'céti'dﬁ Date,. 1981. .

The Council for Exceptional Children; 1920 Association Drive,
Reston; Virginia 22091 Coe

= This publication was prepared with funding from the
- National Institute of Education, US Department of
Education, under contract no. 400-76-0119. Contractors

undertaking such projects under government sponsorship are.
encouraged to express freely their judgment in professional

“‘and technical matters. Prior to publication the manuscript

was submitted to The Council for Exceptional Children for

critical review and determination of professional competence.

This publication has met such standards. Points of view,
“however; do not necessarily represent the official view or
opinions of either The Council for Exceptional Chijldren, the.

National Institute of Education; or the Department of Education.

Q!

- N)
ndy



CONTRIBUTING AUTHORS

Council of Administrators of Special Education
Pobert L. Guarino; Ph.D.
Director; Education of Hand1capped Ch11dren
Division of Supervision
New York State Education Bepartment
Albany NY 12234

Member, CASE Division

Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders
Steve C. Imber; Ph.p. .
Associate Professor of Special Education

Department of Special Education

Rhode Island College

Providence RI 02908

Member, CCBD Division
Past Coordinator for New Eng1and Region (Region I)

Division on Menta] Retardat1on

Ass1stant Professor
Department of Human Development

College of Education

Louisiana State Un1ver51ty

Baton Rouge LA 70816
Member, CEC-HR Division

V1ce Pres1dent

Council for Educat1ona1 D1agnost1c Serv1ces
R: €. Taylor .

Professor and Chairman

Department of Psychology

School of Education and Psycho]ogy

Southern Oregon State College _
Ashland GR 97520 , T

Member, CEDS Pivision

Council for Learn1ng Disabilities
Linda Brown, Ph.D.
Author and Researcher
8312 North Interstate 35
Apartment 295
Austin TX 78753
Member, CLD Division .

Member; CLD Board of Trustees

iii

Na




]
/

Division on Career Developiient
B. Diane W]'iﬁiﬁéf‘,;ipﬁ :D:
Assistant Professor

Division of Special Education
School of Education

Boston University

Boston MA 02215
Member; DCD Division

- Chairperson; Research Committee

Division for Children with Communication Disorders
- Paul A. Waryas, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor ) :
Department of Communicative Disorders
College of Liberal Arts
University of Mississippi
University MS 38677 -
Member, DCCD Division ,

Representative to CEC Pesearch Committee

Bivision for Early Childnood
Jane DeWeerd = e
‘Chief, Early Childhood Section, Office of Special Education

Coordinator of the Handicapped Children's Early .-
_ Education Program, OSE

Department of Education

Washington DC 20202

Member, DEC Division
Division for Physicaliy Randicapped =~
Barbara Sirvis,; Ed.D.
Assistant Professor

Departments of Recreation and Leisure Studies and Special Education

San Francisco State University
San Francisco CA 94132
- Member, DPH Division o
DPH Board of Governors Representativa
Co-Editor; DPH Journal

~ Division for the Visually Handicapped

Anne L. Corn; Ed.D.

Assistant Professor = .
Department of Special Education and Rehabilitation
College of Education o

University of Texas at Austin -

Austin TX 78712 B
Member ;. DVH Division

Board of Directors of DVH Division

any

b

<"

i/
/

AALLL T S



The Association for the Gifted
Felice Kaufmann, Ph.D. . B
Assistant Professor, Area Head - Gifted Education
Department of Rehabilitation and Special Education
College of Education
Auburn University
Auburn AL 36849
- Member, TAG Division
Teacher Education Division
Robert G. Simpson; Ph.D.
Assistant Professor S - )
Department .of Rehabilitation and Special Education
School of -Education
Member, TED Division o
Representative to CEC Research Committee

cn




INTRGDUCTION

This report constitutes the first attempt to assess the state of the art

~and future trends in special education through analysis of ERIC documanis.
‘For some time, the staff of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Handicapped and

Gifted Children, aware of the content in the expanding special edication
literature, have felt this was possible. Trends have been identified

empirically but until now %ave not been formally documented.

Since the inception of ERIC 15 years ago, the special education

community has discovered that research using ERIE holdings stimulates
prcgram effectiveress and furthers ressarch. Subsequently, special edu-

cators who have used ERIE to improve their programs and conduct research
have, in turn; reported results of ongoing work through ERIC. This

circular pattern of use and contribution has increased the efficacy of

both ERIC and the field.

Urgency to develop a tool to assess trends has ifcreased as this

Clearinghouse’s host organization, The Council for Exceptional Children,
has explored ways to better meet the needs of the changing field of special

education through its publications, conferences; and institutes.

Our expectations for this analysis were not grandiose. Rather, as

NASA hoped ths first Mercury space capsule would get off the ground and

into orbit, we hoped this analysis would be a vehicle for some promising
results and indications for future refinements.

The 12 authors who contributed their time and expert analytical skills

approached their work with the spirit of the true pioneer and researcher.
Not only have they discovered ample indications of trends in the field, but

. their suggestions for future analyses and improvements in the ERIC data
“base assure future generations of this kind of analysis for years to come:

.\\I‘
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THE MODEL

i

1. Analysis of final project reports, research reports, and conference
presentations submitted to ERIC during the last year will result in .

a summary of the current state of tha art in special education.

2. The analysis will identify at least five trends in research and/or

programs in special education.:

Selection of. Documents for Analysis

The three categories of documents which are abstracted for Resources in

Education were selected for the following reasons:

o -Final Project Reports usually cover 1 to 3 years and often contain

detailed information that has implications for future trends. Although

some journal articles may appear during the 1ife of a project, they -

:-.-tend to address only one facet of a project:
¢ Research Reports usually review findings to the present time and set

the stage for future research.

o Conference Reports, presented at a convention to peers in the field,

come to a Clearinghouse prior_to publication elsewhare and may contain
- information about a recently initiated project, a model for future

research,.or progress_in a new program or research.

~ That these categories of documents would have the fiost recent infor-

mation in the field is based upon the following assumptions:

1. Every subdiscipline of special education probabiy has discovered ERIC

/™. and contributes documents concerning that subdiscipline:

_~" 2. The dociments’ availability through ERIC enhances their currency
because ERIC has a 5 month average turnaround time (from arrival of

a document in a Clearinghouse to its availability in the data bases

and the 700 microfiche collections).

3. Selection guidelines, especially in the ERIC Clearinghouse on Handi-

capped and Gifted €hildren; mandate currency (documents older than 2

years must contain unusually valuable information for inclusion).

. Journal articles indexéd and annotated for Current Index to Journals .
in _Education and searchable through ERIC were not considered for inclusion

because journal article tﬂrﬁérbﬁﬁd,timéﬁiffgmﬁéﬁﬂégjigij§7E§§§j5§76f an
article to publication of a journal issue) ranges from 4 months to 2 years.
In addition,; at least one. and usually more, months elapse before a journal

citation appears in a data base:

@
Ft
(~




Books and published conference procesdings have turnaround tines

similar to that of a journal article and werc excluded for that reason.

An analysis of this nature requires the expertise of professional persons

in different areas of special education. Fortuitously; within The Councii
for Exceptional Children are 12 Divisions, each of which is an autonomous

organization devoted to a specific subjéect area of exceptionality:

Division members are frequently professionally active; know their
speciality well; and are aware of peers' work in progress. To enlist the
cooperation and expertise of tre Divisions for this analysis, using a

modified Delphi technique seemed eminently appropriate.

Prior to contacting the CEC Divisions, several staff persons 2t CEC,

who are involved either in oversight of programs or research; were asked
what kind of information they would expect to find in a publication on the
state of the art and future trends. A preliminary model resulted to serve
as d negotiating. fulcrum with Divisicns. '

~Accordingly; the president and president-elect of each CEC Division
were apprised of the preliminary model and asked to suggest names of

Division members who:

1. Would be interested in analyzing selected documents in their Divisions'
scopes of interest,; and

2. Are known for their analytic skills.

- One persons from each Division was chosen from each 1ist of names on
the basis of Division president/president-elect recommendation and CEC

staff prior knowledge of the person's proven ability (ERIC documents,
Journal articles; contributed chapters to books; CEC projects) to synthe-
size and present information.

~__These persons accepted the task on the basis of the foliowing

considerations:

1. A computerized search for abstracts of the specified documents would

be made of all ERIC documents submitted between December 1979 and
November 1980:. The search would be divided according to the CEC
Divisions' scopes of interest. :
2. Each analyst would receive the portion of the search pertairing to
the scope of his or her Division.
Each analyst would use the same guidelines for analysis of the ab-

stracts in the search:

Wi

4. A timeline for completion of the analysis would be observed.



the Search

A computerized search of the FRIC data base -for the spee1f1ed eategor1es of
ERIC documents bearing major* descriptors in the Divisions' scopes, submitted

between December 1979 and November 198¢ through all C]ear1nghouses, y1e1ded
a total of 593 documents.

In developing the search strategy, the question of fbrce-f1tt1ng docu-

ments into Divisions’ scopes of interest versus over]app1ng documents (one
document_being included in more than one Divisiorn's search portion) was
examined. Dr. Stanley L. Helgeson of the ERIC Clearinghouse for Science;
Mathematics; and Environmental Education stated that in their Clearinghouse's

analysis ef research, field analysts were split ir their support of the two

strategies. Discussion among GEC\staff resulted in favor of the over]app1ng

strategy on the basis of the need' to ascertain whether research or programs

have: been conducted in spec1f1c areas within the D1v1s1ons scopes of imterest.
\

sions were the categories of preserv1ee and inservice teacher educat1on*

BeCause, intuitively, staff felt that the search would divulge few documents

v1n these cdfégor1es which indeed was\the case, all the preservice and inser-

vice teachér education abstracts were ' _assigned to the Teacher Education Divi-

sion. Including over]app1ng abstracts and some inevitable dup11cat10h, the
total number of abstracts in the search was 1,007. o -

Development and Field Test of thé Métrix

A matrix; deve]oped for each ana]yst's use in sort1ng the documents, provided

for each document's identification on the basis of Division scope, age/educa-

tional level, main focus, program or research, and unusual content indicative
of deve10p1ng trends Four CEC staff persons; knowledgeab]e about research;

November 1980 Resources in Education. The field test resulted in changes in

the matrix, suggest1ons for guideline development, and questions for analysts

to conside® in the1r ﬁr1tten discussion of findings.

Desp1te the 1mprovements, some ‘uneasiness remained ‘about the subaect1v1ty .

‘each person brings to an analysis and the many possibilities for choice even

within the framework of rather rigid guidelines. This uneasiness was addres-
sed in“the cover letter sent with the working materials to each analyst: An

offer to clarify a problem or even to change an approach was included. Three

of the 12 analysts sought clarification:

Guidelines for the analysis are in the appendix.

*The ear]y childhood portion of the search was not limited to majors because
ageleducat10na1 Tevel descr1ptors are usually minor terms.

b
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Format for Written Ana]ys1s

Each analyst was asked to write a 3 to 4 jpage analysis including statistics
and commentary on the following quest1on4' .

" 6. Do you know of reports; final pr

1. Where on-the age/education level continuum has the §Féaté§t activity
occurred in research? Programs? Others?

2. Where on the age/education level coptinuum has the least act1v1ty
occurred in research? Programs? Others?

3. Which principal focus category sho s the greatest act1v1ty in research?
Programs? Others?

4. Which principal focus category shows the least activity in research?

Programs’ Others?
5. Cite new models, programs, or research’that portend a new d1rect1on for~

your field. (Refer to F coded abstract numbers.)

ject reports, or conference papers that
Are the omissions serious? Please cite

you did net find in your search’

Please est1mate percentage of "missing"

documents.
7:1 Do you use terms in your f1e1d Wh1ch are not reflected in the descr1ptors

ass1gned to the abstract? Please list. .
8. Summar1ze the state of the art and possible future trends from the above

seven tasks: State whether ana lysis of ERIC documents can assure the

~ state of the art report and pr dict future trends in your Division's

scopes:and respond to hypothes%s 1 and 2.

'9.4 Compare future trends derived rom the ana]ys1s with the five trends you -

. identified prior to the analysfis. Discuss.

10. Please make suggest1ons for a |future analysis in 2 years (?) 5 years (’)

~ which would corroborate or refute f1nd1ngs in this ana]ys1s

/

Rgport Format

- Ana]yses are listed in a]phabet1ca1 order by D1v1s1on title.

The format for presenting all analyses has been changed somewhat from

“the or1g1na1 gu1de11nes for greater readability and usually includes four

'.scomponents~ research and. program activity (including discussion on omitted

; documents and field terms); ne models; programs, or research with signifi=.

cant or future implications, state of the art and future trends; and sugges-

tions for future analyses. FoYlowing each analysis is a chart which shows
progiram and research activity or lack 'of activity in that area of special

education. An "X" in an age/education level column opposite a principal

focus category indicates that [either research or program activity has been .

“reported. A blank space 1nd11ates that no research or program activity has

been reported.

“analysis.

~ A comment by che ed1tor on f1nd1ngs for hypothesis 1 fo11ows ‘sach-

€



Council of Administrators of Special Educators Incorporated (CASE) .
Robert L. Guarino :

71 Abstracts

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

The greatest activity in the research and program areas occurred in the

"Not Specified" category since the majority of documents pertain to both

the elexentary and/or secondary education area. The abstracts did mot
specify any age group but were considered with the entire special education
- program operated at the district level of processes or procedures which .
were not specific to an age level. Activity in the research area comprised

86% of the documents surveyed; the program area accounted for 72% of the
abstracts surveyed: :

/ The least activity in research occurred in the postsecondary area
/' where only two studies were concerned with this topic: The least activity
/ in the program area occurred at the elementary level with approximately 2%

7 .- of the dbcuméﬁts relating to that area of study.
/ Note: These findings are not unigue with respect to research o pro-
/ gram activity in the field of special education administration. Most

activity in this field has either involved district level programs and a
research fccus on the-entire—program or—dn effort at outlining model pro-

cesses and procedures that extend to district level programs. Little

research in _the field has been accomplished in the area of postsecondary

education of the handicapped, which suggests that this field might be a

fruitful area for future research and program writing.

The greatest activity for research was in the-principle focus category

~of the local education agency (LEA)." Twenty documents focused on the arca -

" of research in local education agencies in the form of survey research

according to trends, role definitions of administrators, implementation of
federal and state mandates, and research on program variables. The great-
est activity in_the program area also occurred in the LEA principle focus
category, wherein 13 abstracts related to program orientation documents
focused on exemplary programs and procedures at the county, district; or
city level; guidelines -for implementing programs at these levels; and
trends toward providing programs in the least restrictive environment.
This particular finding is not surprising since most programs are provided
at this level and accountability for procéssing and assuring that a free

appropriate public education is provided rests with the LEA.

The ‘least activity in the research area occurred in the principle

focus cctegory of residential school/instititions. This finding was alse
true relative to the least activity in the program area. . This principle

focus category probably has not been an activity which has enjoyed a great
deal of writing or reporting based on two fictors: the low incidence of .
students served in the program and, more importantly, the result.of a lack
of writing or reporting in major sources of publication. '

5
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There are twe reports wh1eh were deve]oped at the New York State Educa-

tion Department which relate to classification of children and the provision

of state aid for these children. The title and sources of the documents are

cited as follows:
6iassi?icaticnf Standards and Program: Services; and

Special Stqgg of the Costs and Proposed Aid Formula for
Eh11&Feﬁ _with Handicapping Conditions

New York State Education Department, Albany, New York

A11 terms used in the field of spee1a1 education administration seemed
to be reflected in the descr1ptors

NEW MODELS, PROGRAMS, OR RESEARCH WITR SIGNIFICANT OR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

A review of the documents submitted through ERIC calls attention to severa]-

trends that might create a new direction for the field of special education

administration. The areas that will be discussed 1nc1ude costs or indices

for the special education population, program var1ab1es, administrative
role, staff deve]opment higher education, and the rolé of the state educa-

tion agency.

Costs or Indices for the Special Education Populafion | 'T<

(:f'(/-)‘

This review would 1nd1cate that costs provided for spec1a] educat1on programs
will triple by 1985 cver a 10 year period beginning in 1975. These costs,
which are now approximately twice the cost of education of reqular Students,
will widen during this 10 year growth period. Based on the documents re-
viewed, the most costly factor would appear to be federal mandates imposed

on LEA's._ Furthermore; the LEA's (based on wealth) will increase their

fiscal effort to meet adm1n1strat1ve and 1ega1 requirements::

Based on available documentation, the actua] number of handicapped

children will decline by 1982 and will peak at approx1mate1y 9% oﬁ’tbe regu-
lar student population. Another trend for this area is the recommendation
for funding personne1 or program units rather than individual children:

Program Variables

' LocaT educat1on agenc1es w111 cont1nue to use out of—d1str1ct fac111t1es to

place larger numbers or a larger percentage of their hand1capped students
outside of district fac111t1es than Targer LEA' s., There will be.an increased

'stream1ng. That is, attention will be paid to the phys1ca1 enV1ronment,

efforts to promote interaction; efforts to enhance a positive self image and

increase self confidence; as well as attention paid to accessibility factors.

[
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Vocational sk1lls for 1earn1ng disabled students appear to be more

important than opportunities for mainstreaming for these students. It

would appear than an emphasis at the secondary 1eve1 will be in the area

~of deve]éiﬁné these skills.

ondary Tevel and that the role of the teacher a1de in ass1st1ng the voca-
tional education area 1s important: S

. . - ey < .

Only two abstracts dealt with the role of the special education administra-

tor. One was primarily concerned with special education cooperatives and

“ the task performance areas important for success in this role. This docu-

ment emphasizes that long range planning was an essential task performance

. area for success in the field. & relatively new area for writing and

research concerned the conditions under which students not classified or
declassified as handicapped would experience success. A Study outliined,
based on survey research, the various steps to promote success for these

part1cu1ar students.-

Title Staff Beve]opment

Two abstracts in staff deve]opment concerned the competencles of the teacher

and the IEP process., The former out11ned competenc1es of regu]ar teachers

Areas such as’ program planning were viewed as essential competencies: W1th
respect to IEP deve]opment, it _seemed important that local input be neces-

sary for preservice and inservice. tra1n1ng In addition, documents stressed

the importance of completing the IEP in relation to the student s future

needs, and the deemphasis of specialized vocabulary, which was . termed not to

be funct1ona1 in IEP writing.- A significant area of study was one that

1nv01ved the trans]at1on of certa1n kinds of assessment for eva1uat1on infor- ]

H1gher Edueat1on

C o~ N

A number of stud1es dealt with cooperat1ve efforts between vocational

-rehabilitation and the community college. It would appear that these coop-
erative efforts would lead to more successful integration of students at _
the community college level. Other fruitful areas of program and research
activity concerned the use of mentor suppd¥ts access to information on
campus including._ arch1tectura] access; the use of 1nterpreters and note-

takers,; and flexibility in schedu11ng

State,Educat:onwégencyeque

, : s
It wouid'appear that the role of the state education agency vis-a-vis. its

1eadersh1p is important in the interpretation of rules and regulations as
well as in the clarification of policies and procedures. These variables

seem to influence how the local .education agency procedures ﬁere out11ned




" .and implemented.  In add1tibﬁ ‘there was an effort through these writings
' i@ﬁf§¢6ﬁ@éﬁaﬁﬁﬁéfet1?nél1?l"s,ééfiﬁiiiéﬁé,ét,iﬁé'Sféfé Tevel so as to
assist in classification of handicapped children:

STATE OF THE ART AND FUTURE TRENDS
The state of the art 1n the. f1e1d of spec1a1 education administration ean
be deseribed as a further refinement of studies in the area of mainstream- .

ing or least restrictive environment; competencies in staff development in

the preservice and inservice area for special and regular:education teachers,

a discussion of the administrator's role, both with the state and the local

level as well as efforts at the higher educat1on level for success and
accessibility in programming. Future trends relate to a further Study of

these topics. . An analysis of ERIC documents-such as this survey dealt with
should insure continual update in the state of the art report and would be
indicative of predicting future trends. However, a review of the literature

‘in the field of regular education administration and finance, as well as the

area of special education, should be conducted to complete this analysis:

) Hypothes1s 1 is partially cnrrect in that the current state of the art
in special education needs to encompass an add1t1ona1 review 0¥ the

literature.

in this part1cu]ar area as summarized ear11er.

- Trends that were 1dent1f1ed prior to the analysis had to deal w1th° )
(a) the role of the special education administrator fbcus1ng on functional
needs of students,and noncategorical programs; {(b) the Qrgan1zat1on and
administration of programs organized on the continuum of services approach
highlighting the area of consultation to. regu]ar education; (c) the costs

- e ——

including the adjudicated and institutionalized individual as we]] as the
severely and profoundly handicapped. The trends der1ved from the- analysis
relate the cost area, but concern what the particular program cost might
~be rather than the direction of who might bear the cost. The future
trends derived from. the analysis also were more.specific and tended to
concentrate on specific program variables: In addition, many abstracts

focused on the staff development act1v1t1es, which were not 1dent1f1ed

pr10r to the ana]ys1s. _

SUGGESTIONS FOR FHTHRE ANALYSES

Any future analysis over the next 2 to 5 years shou]d follow this particu--
lar format but should include an additional group of individuals in certain -
- areas of expertise {(e.g.; staff deve]opment finance, vocational rehabili-

tation,; etc:): This study should be updated on a 2 year bas1s.
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EDITOR'S COMMENT.ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1 )

lTiterature on regular education administration and finance, an area which

Hypotnesis 1 is partially supported. The problem seems to be omission of

~certainly is inextricably interwoven with special education administration

and finance. Because costs and acministration of special education: pro-
grams are indicated to be a major focus of documents in this analysis, one
‘would hope that studies will be conducted addressing the tension between
special and regular education administration and costs, with_reports sub-

mitted to ERIC to complete this gap in the ERIC data base:
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Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders (CCBD)
Steve C. Imber

144 Abstracts :

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

Of the 144 abstracts reviewed; 141 were related to the area of benavioral
disorders. Of these abstracts, 72 were determined to _have only one focus .
(51%).  .The remaining 69 abstracts had more than one focus. These abstracts
y+elded a total of 155 entries; or 3.3 entries per abstract: Three of the

or1g1na} 144 abstracts were not related to the f1e1a of behavioral disorders.

An ana]ys1s of those abstracts with only one focus -indicates that the

most frequently selected age/education level was that of secondary educa-

tion-(n = 26, 31%). A total of 16 (22%) abstracts involved elementary
school aged populations. In further analyzing the datas; of the 26 abstracts
relating to secondary populations, 9 involved programs (35%) while 15 in-
volved research (58%). ' ' i

- An ana]ys1s of those abstracts (69) w1th,mu1t1p1e entries (155) re"eaT-

ed that the greatest activity appeared to occur at the early childhood level

"(n = 50, 32%). Of the 50 entries pertaining to the early childhood level, 7

(14%) were categorized as programmatic, 4 (8%) as research, and 39 as “Otrer
It should be noted that-46 of the 155 mu1t1p1e entries 1nv01ved secondary
populations {30%). Of the 46 entries related to _secondary populations; 16
(35%) were related to programs, 22-(48%) involved research; while 8 1nvo1ved
pregrammat1c and research information (17%)

In rev1ew1ng the various educat1on/age levels, the least frequently

. cited Tevel in documents with one focus was that of early childhood (n# = 3,
4%) The area of postsecondary educat1on only yielded 7 entries (10%) out

(n =115 7%) followed by those 11st1ngs re1at1ng to elementary level popula-

tions (n = 16, 10%). A further analysis of these results indicated that only.

-:3 of the 11 postsecondary entries were program oriented. FEight of thesei

entr1es 1nvo1ve research. of the 16 e1ementary 1eve1 entr1es, 7 were pro-.
vant for progranm development and research Wh11e some entries re]at1ng 'to
these two 1nfrequent1y cited ageleducat1on 1eveis concerned. programs (23%),

: (73%)

In ana]yz1ng the 72 abstracts with one focus, it is apparent that th
most frequently cited categories include.the fo110w1ng° assessment (n,i 26,
36%); other (n = 8; 11%); support personnel {n = 7, 1C%); methods (7= 6, 8\), -
models. (ﬁ =6, 8%), residentia] (ﬁ = 6 8~), and rehah111tat16h (ﬁ = 5 7%)

ahqiassess@egtigffchlldren with behav]griglsqrgersi1s by far;the mbst fre- f\é
quent]y cited pr1nc1pa1 focus for abstracts with only one focus. P
' | : - B ///
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of the €9 abstracts with more than one focus (155 entr1es) the most

frequently cited foci include: prevention (n = 21, 147), rehabilitation

(n = 16, 10%); methods (» = 16, 10%); residential (n = 15, 10%); interagency

cooperation (n = 11, 7%); spec1a] education classes (n = 10; 6%); and parent-

al cooperation andﬁgomnun1cat1on,£n = 9, 6%). It should be noted that 18 of

the 155 entries (12%) were classified as "Other."- From these results it can

be seen that abstracts with more than one focus primarily 1nVo1ved the cate-

gories of prevention,; rehabiiitation; and methodology.

Tabulation of the data reveals that very little activity has occurred in

the areas of federa1 policies, state and local education agencies; preservice
and inservice edu€at1o n*x, and parent involvement.

ments, an 1ndependent review of ERIC abstracts relating to behav1ora11y dis-

ordered children and youth would need to be conducted. A comparison could

then be made between the results of,th1s review process and the 144 abstracts

analyzed by this reviewer. This reviewer is aware of at least three federally

funded projects which describe information relevant to behaviorally disordered
children and youtk. Dr. Denzil Edge, Associaté Professor of Special Fducation
at the University of Louisville, has been involved in parent training program

activities which may have significant implications for behaviorally disordered

children and youth. Dr. Barbara Larrivee, Assistant Professor of Special Edu-

cation at Rhode-Island College, has a federal grant which is directed toward

emp1r1ca11y determining effective methods for managing children with behavior

problems in the regular classroom. Dr. Richard Dickson, Associate Professor

of Special Education at Rhodé Island College, also has a federal grant which
is des1gned to cr1t1c311y exam1ne and _improve the IEP process. Although th1s

popu]étioh, Dr. D1ckson noted that, although teachers frequently cite behav-

ioral problems as a primary reason -for referral, very few children are ulti-

mately classified as behaviorally disordered: Furthermore, there appears to

be very little emphasis on goals, objectives, and methodo]og1es des1gned to

improve an-appropriate classroom behavior even when one of the primary reasons

for referra] was maladaptive behav1or

It might be possible to develop a joint project between the ERIC Ciear-.
inghouse on Handicapped and Gifted Children and The Council for Children: with

Behavioral Disorders which could provide additional information on grants -for

conference presentations that have not previously been submitted to ERIC but

“which; nevertheless; may contain valuable information pertaining to behavior=

a]]y disordered ch11dren.

appear to be appropr1ate1y related to term1no]ogy associated w1th the ?1e1d

of behavioral disorders: The classification grid did not include any specific

principal focus category relating to methodology: Since a number of abstracts

included information of a methodological nature, this reviewer included a

Acategory entitled "Methods."

*Sge Teacher Educat1on D1v1s1on ana]ys1s for confirmation of this statement.
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NEW MOBELS, PROGRAMS, OR RESEARCH WITH SIGMIFICANT OR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS
Two ERIC abstract reference§ (Braaten, ED 187 049P; Hoeltke, ED 175 170)

appear to have significant implications for.the education of behaviorally
disordered children and youth in public school settings. ~

&

The Braaten abstract describes the Madison schooiZmodei. This program

~provides intensive instructional and treatment services for seriously emo-

tionally and behaviorally disordered adolescents who lack coping skills. The
program is oriented toward successfully reintegrating behaviorally disordered
secondary students into regular classroom settings as rapidly as possible. A
combination of behavior modification and group counseling techniques are util-

ized. Parent involvement _and community agency coordination are also consid-
ered key components of this program: -

The Hoeltke article examines research relating to mainstreaming behavior-
ally disordered secondary level students. Hoeltke and others conclude that
behaviorally disordered youth can be helped ‘through a resource room main- -
streaming based program. -

__ Another study (Smith, ED 176 439) examined the reintegration of emotion=
ally disturbed pupils into the Iowa Public Schools. The results indicated
that perceptions of a behaviorally disordered child's special education .
teacher are 2 significant factor relating to the child's readiness to return

to a regular classroom setting. Respondents who completed a questionnaire
appeared more concerned with the humane qualities of the regular classroom
teacher than with the teacher's specific kiowledge of educational techniques
or philosophies. : :

A number of abstracts relating to the treatment of juvenile delinquents

emphasized vocational assessment and skill development. It is important to
note that abstracts relating to juvenile delinquency were included with those

abstracts relevant to behaviorally disordered children and youth.: Although
it is far from clear whether al1_juvenile delinquents can be considered be--

haviorally disordered, it seems 1ikely that if the federal definition of

emotional disturbance were applied to mcst delinquent youths; a considerable
number of them could be classified as emotionally disturbed. References that
‘emphasize the development of vocational skills appear to realisticaily re-
flect a concern that a totally academi. 71y based program will be insufficisnt

in.meeting the needs of behaviorally disordered adolescents (Wiederanders,
ED 176 011; Laten and Katz, ED 180 141; Cohnston, ED 173.712).

STATE OF THE ART AND.FUTURE TRENDS

‘It was hypothesized that an analysis of final project reports; research

reports, and conference presertations submitted to ERIC during the last year
would result- in a summary of. the current state of the art in special educa-
tion. This review included articles presented to ERIC during the last 3 to
4 years. An analysis of the results does appear to clarify areas of special
interest .as well as areas- of benign neglect in terms of age ievels, princi-

pal foci; and program versus research.



A second hypothesis stated that the analysis would iderntify at least
five trends in research and/or programs in specia! education. This reviewer

believes that if such an analysis were conducted every 2 or 3 years, it might

indeed be possible to assess trend development in the field of special edu-

‘cation. This analysis can only indicate areas of the greatest and least

activity dur1ng the past few years. It 1s not poss1b1e to 1nd1cate changes

an earlier per1od of t1me.

A cors1derab1e amount of attention is being devoted to the identification

and assessment of behaviorally discrdered children and youth. There is also
considerable interest in developing programs for behaviorally disordered or
de11nquent aoolescents . There also appears to be at least some 1nterest in

the data:

1. Greater increase of bérent brofeééionai communication and parental in-

2. Greater degree of data based and computer assisted IEP development, im-
plementation, monitoring of programs for emot1ona11y disturbeu children
and youth:

research.

4. A decrease in the use of least restrictive enV1ronments for behav1ora11y
' disordered children.

5. An increase in the diversity of alternative programe for secondary emo-

“tionally d1sturbed Students.

5. An increase in vocat1ona1 assessment and vocational tra1n1ng programs
for emotionally disturbed syouth. .

As prev1ous1y stated, 1t 1s not pos<1b1e to assess whether there have

trends:. However; it is possibie to at least note whether a number of abstracts

related to the aforementioned trends. Seven entries did in fact concern

5érent education and parental involvement: Most of these entries related to

very -young children. There appears to be a dearth of information devoted to
parent. communxcat1on cﬂd parenta] 1nvo]vement for elementary and secondary

, None of the references described a computer assisted model for develop-
ing IEP's. A few abstracts related to the area of affective education.
However. it is clear that a far greater number of abstracts included infor-
mation on behavior modification techniques (15 entries). This reviewer did
not find any abstracts that suggest a reverse in a trend. toward placing emo-

tionally disturbed children in the least restrictive environment. Some

© 4
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alternative education programs for secendary emotionally d1sturbed students

were identified. However; it is not presently possible to ascertain whether

or not there has been an increase in development of such programs. There does

appear to be considerzble interest in the development of vocational. assessment

and training experiences for emotionally disturbed youth a!though it is not
possible to tell whether there has been an increase in interest in this area:

To some degree the state of the art regard1ng 1iterature on behaviorally

disordered children is reflected through omission of abstracts examining cer-

tain critical questicns. We need far more information on which types of

behaviorally disordered children and youth respond best to varying types of
treatment programs. We need far more information re]at]ng to the effective-
ness of residential treatment centers for severely emotiona 1y disturbed

children and youth. Similarly, we need_ to know far more about the relative

long term eftects of resource versus self contained classroom ass1stance* on
emotionally disturbed students.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES
1. It is. recommended that a un1form approach to tabu]at1ng single or mulitiple
entries be speC1f1ed

focus categories:

3. It may be especially helpful to subdivide this "Methods" category into
behavioral,; humanistic, or psychodynamic strateg1es, It might also be
appropriate to note those methods which are pr1mar11y oriented toward
developing academ1c or vocational skills:

4. It is recommended that at least two individuals: 1ndepeﬁdent1y complete

this analysis process in order to increase: the re11ab111ty and validity
of the results.

5. Individuals completing future ana]yses m1ght find it espec1a11y helpful

to have 10 abstracts ana]yzed and coded in the same way as the sample

abstract illustrated in the document analysis guide (page 5), especially

if these abstracts relate to behaviorally disordered children and youth.

Another more time consdm1ng and costly alternative would be to have a

group training session on coding and analysis. =
. _ . _
6. It might be helpful to use percentages as a means of comparing areas of

principal focis respective age/education levels; and the degree to which

abstracts.are program or research oriented: 1If the analysis process

could be refined in the future; and a reliable means of obtaining per-

centages could be insured; it would be possible to assess the relative

increases or decreases in the various categories illustrated on the
analysis grid. Future trends could then be more easily identified.

*Personal communication with Dr. PRichard Dickson, Rhode Island College




7. 1If a more sophisticated analysis is required, it might be possible to

develop s‘mple computer programs to assist the analysis of the data.
Such an analysis would be helpful in determining frequency counts,
percentages; and statistically significant increases or decreases in

categories of principal focus, etc.

8. Future analyses will be more reliable if some a priori determination -

is made regarding the inclusion of abstracts pertaining-to juvenile
delinquency. This examirer also found several references pertaining

to the prevention of behavioral disorders which were classified as
"Other." Almost all of these references were derived from conference

_proceedings. :

This_analysis procedure appears to. have some utility for determining

trends relevant to the education and treatment of bzhaviorally disordered
children and other populations of handicapped children and youth. It is
hoped_that future refifements in the process will.provide even: more mean-

ingful results which can be used to identify target areas for futire
research. L.

DITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS. 1

Hypothesis 1 is hesitantly supported: Three ongoing programs cited relative

to literature missing from the search may not yet-have reported findings
‘through the kinds of documentation featured in this analysis or during the
time frame.. The author notes that some abstracts were of 3 to 4 year old-

documents, whereas the time limitation for the search was December-1979

o g g ot

through November 1980: Documents with abStracts appearing. in the December

1979 RIE probably arrived in a Clearinghouse between July and September of
that year. _An_older document may be selected on the basis of quality,

although'selection guidelines stress recency as well as quality of content.




Ry

‘% = Activity Blarik = No Activity

] " Behavioral Disorders
Program and Research Activity )

_Early
Childhood

Federal Policy . .

%

%

State Education Agency

<

Local Education Agency

Teacher Education - Preservice

Teacher Education - Inservice

Special Teacher/Class

x|

>

Regular Teacher/Class

3

15¢

>

Support Personnel

”

>i >

>

Interagency Cooperation

<,

>

Parent Education/Parent School Partnership

> X!

> | X
x| X

Prevention

>

Asséssment; Identification

Residential School/Institutions

Rehabilitation/Independent Living

> | X | >
| x| % |Ix

Xl x| X >

Models

> | X ||

> > >
XK X

-t

y2

GO




Division on Mental Retardation (CEC-MR)

Donna Denney Tynan
86 Abstracts .

" RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

Publications dealing with research and model programs concerning the mentally

retarded tend to indicate the interests of professionals in the area and reflect
-congern- for those individuals who in the past have been subject to inadequate
or inappropriate programming. Although the category of nonspecified age level

shows the greatest number of monographs (43); the majority of these were con-
cerned with school aged children; both elementary and secondary, or contained
guidelines for research or programming without regard to any age level. The
postsecondary group, with 19 publications, shows the growing concern for the
adult developmentally disabled. Research publications followed the same

pattern; with 29 in the nonspecified age group and 18 in the postsecondary

age group._ These figures are followed closely by the elementary age group
projects at 16. In the area of programs, the nonspecified age group again

shows the greatest number of reports dealing with programming models (21).

However; the elementary age group; with 12 publications on programs; reflects
the continued interest in this area.
,,,,,, The -least amount of activity has occurred in the secondary age level”

" group. Research in this category was limited to 10 abstracts. Programming
reports were only slightly higher with this group (8) than with the postsec-
ondary group (7). A possible reason for this is the greater number of bro-
jects dealing with cross age groups. :

The category dealing with models, programs, and procedures appropriate

for replication shows the greatest activity both in research (30) and in
programs (3). The assessment category, with emphasis on innovative, non- .

discriminatory assessment techniques, shows 15 reports in the area of
research. Twelve (12) progremming projects were reported in the rehabilita-
tion/independent 1iving category. This tends to reflect the growing interest
in vocational/career education programs which can lead to more successful

. The categories of Local Education Agency (LEA) and Support Personnel
showed ngrwrifingractivity in either research or programs. .The Regular.
“Teacher/Class‘category also showed no research activity. Other categories

which reflect an absence of writings in the area of programs are Federal
Policy and State Education Agency (SEA)-:

_ Many réports and conference papers are submitted to journals such as
Ed jon _and ini 1 111y Retarded and Mental Retardation
‘rather than to ERIC and are not reflected in this document. An estimate of
the missing documents is approximately 50%:

 Terms in use in the; field of mental retardation that are not reflected
in the descriptors include: .




severely/profoundly handicapped

~ trainable mentally retarded '
educable mentally retarded
noncategorical @Eéééﬁééi

generic teacher educaticn
NEW MODELS; PROGRAMS; OR RESEARCH WITH szeNIrItAﬁT‘bﬁ FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

Twenty-eight publications were. identified as reflecting new directions in the

field of mental retardation. Identified trend areas include generic teacher
training,; parental involvement, community models, deinstitutionalization for
the severely/profoundly handicapped; and unbiased assessment techniques, par-
ticularly in the area of adaptive behavior: With the exception of generic
teacher training; these projections were substantiated by the documents

reviewed.

* STATE OF THE ART AND FUTURE TRENDS

Pocuments included in this project tend to reflect continued interest in
reporting on government funded model programs and research on the effects of

- these programs:. The growing interest in-both preschool and adult mental 1y

retarded can be noted in the research and programming reports. Career edu-

cation is another area which evidences interest, as indicated by the large

‘number of reports included. Learning characteristics, attitudes toward the

mentalily retarded, and identification of special programming needs are con-
cerns with which the literature has dealt only.on a superficial level.
Noticeable absences of research and program models were found in the areas
of teacher training*.and support personnel. Paraprofessional training is
another area that was not included as a principal focus category, nor were

model programs or.research in this area incorporated. Needs in the area
tend to-cluster around the concerns for efficient methods for educating the

- mentally retarded at.all levels, with specific interest in preparing these

individuals for self sufficiency.. Additional work is needed in the.area of
assessment to provide reliable and valid methods of identifying the mentally
retarded and-useful information to design appropriate educational programs.
The area of prevention offers still another area.of challenge for the future.

Prenatal and neonatal techniques of medically or behaviorally intervening to

‘prevent or lessen the effects of an initial disability will be of great

interest as the field develops.

The future trends that were identified prior to analysis inciuded:

deinstitutionalization; generic teacher training; parental involvement,
models for theseverelylprofbundTy'retardegié

analyzing the réports, the emphasis on programs and research dealing with
the previously. unserved populations of preschool handicapped and of adults

s_for_the severely/profoundly retarded 5 and unbiased assessment. .In

is growing. These areas in relation to assessment; parent involvement,

interagency cooperation; and teacher training will continue to develop
throughout the 1980's. :
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES

1t is my professional opinion that future ana]yses shou]d be cenducted biannual="

i 1y to corroborate or refute the findings in this analysis. The analysis would -

be of value to researchers and program development . personnel to plan for future
_needs and to provide valuable information to funding agencies.

EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Hypothes1s 1 seems to be supported, despite an author bias toward Journa1

article inclusion. Approx1mate1y 50% of documents are est1mated to be missing

submitted to journals: Neverthe]ess, statements on known motions in the field

and corroboration by documentation point to ut111ty of the model for assessing

the state of the art for th1s Division:

~ Descriptors cited as not reflecting terms used in the field of mental
retardation and exp]anat10ns follow: :
FIELD TERMS "ERIC DESCRIPTORS
severel y/Profoundly Handicapped Severe Disabilities (new) .
' - ' Severe Mental Retardation (new)

but was rot posted with other new

Trainable Mentally Retarded -~  Moderate Mental Retardation (new;

descr1ptors and must be used w1th-
old descriptors)
Trainable Menta]]y Hand1capped (o]d)

Educable Mentally Retarded Mild Mental Retardation

in translating the noncategorical
concept to a descriptor:

Noncategorical Preschool Under advisement. A problem exists

Generic Teacher Training " Also under advisement for same

reason..
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Council for Educational Diagnostic Services (CEDS)
R. C. Taylor

126 Abstracts:

RESEARCH AVB PROGRAM ACTIVITY

November 1980 were selected and ass1gned to CEDS for ana1ys1sg Docufients were
reviewed and analyzed in terms of their potent1a1 for generating a summary of
ths current status and possible ererging trends in the educational diagnostic

services areas. Some "filing and hammering to fit" was needed in this analysis;

and certainly differences of opinion related to overlap, tjpe of article, target

or research population; and principal focus seemed possible in this portion of

the information-analysis project. While research/program articles were distin-

gU1shab1e and w1th the except1on of a number of “no age, cross age" entr1es,

some rcaSonabTe specu]at1on regard1ng the current status and emergence of new

directions in researth and programming 1in the field of educational d1agnost1c
. services: , ~N

~ The age[educat1pn 1eve1 show1ng the greatest research activity was the
e riy chi 1dhood category. Twenty-nine research articles were included in that
' egory. .The early childhood category also produced the greatest activity im
pregrams, with 13 articles. The least research activity occurred in the post-

seeon&a(y Tevel with 9 articles; Tikewise; the least program activity occprred

in the postsecondary level with 4 articles. There were no "Other" _categories,

with the exception of a few articles classed as both research and program in
orientation. - A .

__One artifact “of the ciassifieatipn”system used in tnis analysis was that

secondary. Thus,; some 38 art1c1es encompassing grades 1 to lé\were re]egated

to the nonspecific category: As a result; several cells of the matrix-under
age/education levels grades 1-8 and 9-12 were blank. It_should be noted that
significant amounts of research and programming did occur\in the pub11c schoo]s
grades 1 to 12 dur1ng the time period se]ected for examination. R

- //
P

The pr1nc1pa1 foeus category showing the most act1v1ty ‘was assessment/

identification. There were 40 research articles; as well as 8\progr§m7art1c1es

n. t ( —programs,;
w1th 10 art1c1es presented 1n the co]]ect1cn. The Teast ‘amount. of res :

in this focus: The parent education focus had the most activity

no research noted. Teacher education: 1nserv1ce7preserv1ce,*,1nteragency tn=-
operation; and prevention focus categories presented an equal paucity of pro-
gram activity with one article in each area:

*See Teacher Education D1v1s1on ana]ys1s for corroborat1on of minimal research
and program activity. 5
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was noted: Bescr1ptors ass1gned to. the abstracts appeared to reflect terms

typically 0sed 1n the educational diagnostic services area. .

STATE OF ?mf: i\ﬁ? AND FUTURE TREMDS |

7'*,:Frequent concern ‘WES expressed both directly and indirectly, regarding problems

_the technical adequacy of tools used for ideatification, diagnosis,; and , _

ent decisions: There seemed to be an/emerg1ng sensitivity to standards of

plac sions: :
measurement ﬁﬁ1ch seemed to portend a slowdown in the use. of 1nadequate measure-

ment wh1ch curréntly epidemic:

_ The frequenc"'f articles. spec1fy1ng research and programm1ng re]ated to
tearning disabilities\portends a possible continuing surge in measurement and
differential d1agnos1sgiesearch on 1earn1ng disabilities prob]ems One might

expect a flow of research\irt1c1es concerning the efficacy of neuropsychological

her tools with potential for d1fferent1a1 diagnosis

assessment batteries and

in learn g\ﬂlsab111t1es.

<o There seemed-to be a cant&nu1ngtrend in the swing away from an emphas1s on
\\\qndependenre trainin ”hqch was\man1fested by the frequency of both direct and
 indirect references in the reviewed\documents to vocational skills; careers;

aaaptiVé\behéVibr; vocational training, prcgramming, placémént,'évaluétian; etc.

Comp11ance\prob1ems and issues were another cont1nu1ng focus in these docu-

ments. Articles re]at1ng the problems of "doing business" under the mandates of

various education reJated federal laws; i:e:; costs to the state and local educa=

///t1on agencies of paperwork costs of developing, establishing, and refining data

collection systems; storage, retrieval; and dissemination problems; ethical man-

/ agement of data collections; and the travails of prov1d1ng program and physical
V; access were s1gna1ed in the collection. ,

AR

L Recogn1zed in this collection was the subpopulation of pupils who require
educational diagnostic services because they no longer fit eligibility criteria.
for special education serv1ces. The ERIC documents provide evidence of research

demic aspects of these "dec]ass1f1ed" persons was a likely trend:

~ efforts in the field of educational d1agnost1c services there seemed an a1arm1ng
\\\ paucity of activity in the focus areas of teacher education,* interagency cooper-

. aticn, residential/school programs, etc. Research referencing the gifted,; sup-
port personnel or programs and models related to training,; and certification and

utilization of pupil services specialists was nonexistent in this collection:

Limitations in these areas spanned the age/education continuum. For the most

part \(trends" appeared to be cgnt1ng1ng rather than new. Of some curiosity

was what seemed to be an emerg1ng concern for addressing the problems of de-
class1f1e students

*See Teacher Edication Division ana1y51s for confirmation of this statement.
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___The twohypotheses are tentatively supported. It appears that an analysis
of ERIC documents could provide a fair assessment of the current status in spec-

ial education with regard to research and program development in the educational

diagnostic services aréas,\and that both continuing trends and emerging new con-

cerns could be detected.

Before beginning the CEDS=ERIC document analysis, sevéral trends deemed
likely to be addressed in the documents were postulated. These "CEDS trends"

comprised several overlapping clusters of related research and program activi-

ties; including developments and improvements in special educational diagnostic

services areas related to (a) prevention activities (early identification, plan-

ning, intervention), (b) habilitation activities (vocational, career, 1ndepen-
dent 1iving, etc.), (c) resource pooling activities (agency 1inkages, cooperative
planning and programming), (d) assessment.activities (differential diagnesis;
technical adegquacy of measurement instruments,; program evaluation tééﬁiﬁdﬁéé;

discrimination and attitude issues), and (e) parent involvement activities’

{parent education; training; counseling; IEP skills; test interpretation skills;

responsibilities and rights). For the most part; these trends proved to be

depicted in the document collection analyzed.

) Significant,réSéarch,and-somé,program-activitié§ were noted across the .
entire age/education continuum in the focus category of assessment and identi-
ficatien. This was expected from the selection bias implicit in the IAP task
assignment: The state of the art and poSS1b1e future trends findings are

capsulated in the 10 statements listed above.’

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES _

This proaect prov1des a start on what may become a valuable step in the ana]ys1s
and dissemination of ERIC data.

EDITOR S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Hypothesis 1 is téntat1ve1y supported. A sufficient amount of documentation
appeared in this portion of the search for an extensive analysis. If this re-

porting trend continues, a future analysis should prov1de an even more accurate
state of the art: :
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Council for Learning Disabilities (CLD)
Linda Brown

124 aocuments reviewed -

4 documents omitted because of dup]1cat1on

6 documents omitted because of improper assignment

vﬂRESEARCH AND PROPRAM ACTIVITY
Methodo]og1ea1 Concerns with the Bocument,Analy51,

The matrix used to c1aSS1fy the ERIC documents in this study presented some

problems. Over half of the documents assigned to CLD fell into the "Not

Specified" age category-and into the “Other" principal focus category

sult of the direction to use that category not only for documents where age
was unknown; but also for documents that spanned more than one age term. Most

_ Most of the documents placed in the "Not Specified” category were a ra-:

of the age group overlap involved junior high school students in grades 7 and 8.

.The classification system used in this analysis placed such students into the

"Elementary" age group, while most research classifies them as "Secondary.”

Research involving a continuum that extended from grades 7 through 12 spanned
both the "Elementary" and "Secondary" age c]ass1f1cat1ons, and documents of
this type had to be classified "Not Spec1f1ed "

The Targest single age category was "Elementary" (32 documents, 25%)

However, if one assumes that most of the studies-which were classified "Mot

Specified” involved students in junior high school,; then the combined total of

"Secondary” (9 documents, 7%) and "Not Specified" (57 documents, 46%) accounts

~ for well over half of those reviewed. A figure of this magnitude is a more
- accurate reflection of the increasing interest in adolescent learning disabled
students, particularly in career and_ vocat1ona1 _programs. Ten percent of the
reviews (15 documents) involved "Early Childhood" programs and about 8% (10

documents) involved “Postsecondary" training. Most of the latter descr1bed
programs for learning d1sab1ed college students:

Approximately half of the documents (57 documents,: 46%) fell into ‘the

“Other® principal focus category. They could be di v1ded into three major sub-
- categories:

1. Fifteen documents (12%) were compilations of information; each reporting

a variety of research or training procedures in a single document. Most

of these could not be classified into unique categories using the matrix

def1n1t1ons.
2. A second subcategory included research 1nv01v1ng specific procedures that
were not schoo’ based, such as the training of memory function using ab-

stract or hbhac»dem1c applications._Most of this research had a psycho-
logical base. :‘xteen doeuments (13%) were of this type:

[a¥a)
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3. There also was a large body of research (11 documents, 8%) studying general
academic achievement, usually in the area of reading. Most of these studies

involved both normal and handicapped populations and; therefore, did not

meet matrix specifications for a "Regular €lass" or "Special Class" -focus.

Using this new classification system, only four (3%) truly.niscellaneous docu=

ments remain. : :

~ Assessment" was the next largest focal category (38 documents; 31%); follow-
ed by "Model- Programs" which constituted about 11% of the reviews (13 documents).

There were no documents in the "Teacher; Preservice" or "Teacher Education, In-
service;"* a surprising finding given the current interest in these areas. There

also were no documents in the "Residential School" category.

~ In summary, it appears that the ERIC documents reflect a strong interest in
the evaluation of learning disabled individuals of school age: There also seems

to be a significant body of theoretical research that is not school based; most
often _conducted at multiple or unspecified age levels. Seventy-two documents

described research and 53 described some aspect of programming.for the learning
‘disabled. No documents reported research or programming that might be consid-

ered futuristic or trend-setting.
OMISSIONS .AND NO DOCUMENTS WITH NEW OR SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION

-

It is"difficult to write a state of the art treatise based on the ERIC documents
assigned to CLD for review. Very.few of these documents represent the state of

the art in learning disabilities as it is identified in the current professional

literature and at professional conferences.

_ The information contained in the vast majority of the documents resembles
what appeared in the professional literature 10 or 15 years ago, in the late
© 1960's or early 1970's when the field was in its infancy. Few of the documents

reflect currency and none is futuristic in scope. Large gaps in the ERIC infor-

mation base-are apparent. For instance, in addition to the discrepancy with the
professional literature, ERIC contains very few references from €LD presenta-

tions at international CEC conferences and there are none from the International

- Conference on Learning Disabilities; even though both of these forums have show-
cased new and exciting trends in learning disabilities during the past year. -In
addition; research from only one of the five national Learning Disabilities Re-

search Institutes (based at the Universities of Kansas, Virginia, Minnesota,

I11inois at Chicago Circle; and Teachers College of Columbia University) is
represented in ERIC. Inclusion of such material would not close the gap en-
tirely, but it_wou]d go far toward that goal. -

*See the Teacher Education analysis.
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 STATE OF THE ART AND FUTURE TRENDS ) R -\

The Hypotheses \ \\\\
This study was based on two hypotheses: first, that a review of ERIC documents \

would yield information for a state of the art treatise; and second, that such. N

a review would identify current trends in the field of special education. It
seems that neither of these hypotheses was validated, probably because a basic
assumption was violated: the assumption that the documents submitted to ERIC -
represent current work of high quality and broad scope. This was not true of .
the documents identified for learning disabilities, and perhaps for the other .
exceptionalities as well. This study; although well intended and probably an

interesting addition to the -field; was hampered by the poor quality of the
information base. .

_In short; this analysis does:-not reflect the state of the art in iearning °

disabilities; nor does it identify future trends. It merely summarizes the
documents contained in the ERIC files, documents whose content is dated both

in practice and theory.

“Irends in Learning Disabilities s

The field of learning disabilities is the “"youngest" of the exceptionalities in

special education. As such, it is probably experiencing the greatest changes,
and several ‘exciting trends are evident in the professional 1iterature- _ Promin-

ent among these are:

1.. Efforts to define the term "learning disability." _This involves both theo=

retical work to identify the salient characteristics of "LD-ness® and

resezrch to identify characteristics which discriminate learning disabili-
ties from other handicapping conditions, primarily from mental retardation

-and emotional disturbance. ‘
2. A related issue is the development of valid and reliable assessment pro-
cedures. :
_ 1 - - R o o
3. Programming also is of paramount concern and the 1iterature reflects efforts

to develop efficacious means of working with Tearning disabled individuals.
Service delivery systems that provide an alternative to resource clusses are
being explored. - } .

4. There is a concerted effort to extend programming beyond the elementary

school to include adolescents and adults who are learning disabled.
‘5. There is also a. tremendous emphasis on professional advocacy in the field

of learming disabilities. This includes contiruing efforts to idsntify

and validate competencies that tedchers of the learning disabled are ex-
pected to exhibit and to operationalize those competencies for use in

teacher training programs-and in Ticemsing and certification systems.

-
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i suac’s’smﬁ’s 'FOR FUTURE ANALYSES

in the previous section can be verified; that is; until an adequate 1nformat1on

- base can be secured. The extremely poor quality of the information provided by

the ERIC system rendered this study virtually useless. Study might be more

profitably devoted to determining procedures that wou]d enhance the qua]1ty of

the information stored in ERIC.

4EBITGR S COMMENT GN FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Hypothesis 1 is not supported on the basis that.information in the 124 documents

is irrelevant to the current state of profess1ona1 literature in the area of

llearn1ng disabilities.

conferences and allied organ1zat1ons Were in the search An automatic acquisi-

tions arrangement for collection and forwarding of papers from the annual inter-

national CEC conventions has been in effect since 1976. A procedure does exist

_fok this k1nd of collection.

~ As more persons in the area of learning disabilities become aware of ERIC's
potential for dissemination of information to the field, they may wish to -assume

- an _advocacy role by urging colMeagues to submit their conference presentations

\

to ERIC. Alse; they may be-effective in convincing other associations of which

they are members to engage in automatic collection of conference papers. 1In

these two ways, learning disabilities specialists will assure sufficient rele-

vant documentation for accurate future analyses of the state of the art and
trends in their field.
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~ Division on Career Devel opment (DCD)
B. Diane Wimmer .

103 Abs_tra”cts

'RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

The greatest 1eve1 of activity occurred i the Mot Spe61f1ed" category (45),

followed by the "Secondary" (37) and "Postsecondary" (21) categories. Only

three abstracts specifically mentioned programming or research related to .

career development at the elementary level, and there viere no abstracts re-

lated to career development.in the early childhood age range:. .The large _

number of abstracts falling in the "MNot Specified™ category is probably mis-
leading. . These abstracts describe research, program, or policy making activ-

. ities which primarily referred to vocational -training, vaocational assessment,

or career education programm1ng. As these are very broad topics, the abstracts

did not mention specific age ranges or cover a broad age range. -Since career

development is a curriculum emphas1s that relates to programming at all ages,

this situation is not surprising. Most of the abstracts, while not spec1fy1ng

a specific age range, dealt with activities that would place the projects in.
the secondary level (e.g., vocat1ona1 tra1n1ng, preparation for adu]t 11v1ng)

. The’ maJor1ty of program activities occurred in the secondary age ‘range

i22) particularly in light of the observation that most activities in the

"Not Specified" category (15) probably belong in the "Secondary" category.:

"Postsecondary” program activities numbered 10. It is often difficult to

distinguish between secondary and postsecondary activities, however, because

many vocational or career development programs for handicapped populations

extend beyond the normal secondary school years. Research activity,; which.
comprised _almost 50% of._ total activity, was also centered at the "Secondary"
(14) and "Postsecondary" (13) levels._ Once again; the "Mot Spécified” cate-

gory (17) was comprised of studies relat1ng pr1mar11y to the secondary and

postsecondary categories.

 ®The absence of any activity at' the early childhood level is not surpris-
ing. The majority of early childhood programs focus on “pre-academic" skills.

Hh11e most of the sk1115 taught_ at th1s 1eve1 (e g.; motor’ performance, social

deve]opment and soc1a17vocat1ona1 success; they. are seldom labeled as such.

The lack of activity at the elementary level (a) is; however; disturbing. It

is during the elementary years that the foundat1ons of career development are

built through. career awareness-and career exploration activities. The current

'search would seem to 1nd1cate that most career oevelopment tra1n1ng 1s ‘being

S e __

vocational or occupat'sona'l as a synonym for career. It may also be:a result

of the descriptors utilized in the, ERIC system; which may only select those

abstracts relating to vocational or occupational programs unless the specific
terms "career education” or "career- deve]opment" are used.

(SN
Pt |
Hitv
(91



The principal focus categor1es which show the greatest act1v1ty are
"Rehabilitation" (40) and "Other" (21),; followed by "Assessment" (11) and

"Interagency Cooperation" (7). The "Other" category was used to differentiate

activities that pertained to the broader concepts of career development,

career education; and career counseling, while the "Rehabilitation" category

was used for activities that related specifically to vocational training or

training in independent 1iving skills. If necessary; these two categories
could be col]apSéd, although the differentiation appears to be more mean1ng- ,

ful. Program activities. significantly outnumbered research activity in all

focus categories-except "Rehabilitation.” In this category research comprised

52% of the overall activity, while program activity comprised 42% of the total.

In a1l other categories there was essentially a 2 to 1 ratio of program to

research activity. Program activities (54) comprised 51% of 106 total entriess
while research activities (44) comprised 42%.

NE4 MODELS; PROGRAMS, OR RESEARCH WITH SIGNIFICANT OR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

The abstracts which seemed to 1nd1cate future tronds addressed a var1ety of

topics. While some of these topics are nat "new;" they were selected in 1ight
of what appears to be an increased attention from the field. The basic cate-

gories are 11sted below:
1. Consumer evaluction of career development program.options (ED 188 408).
2. Evaluation of independent 1iving options as a social movement (ED 175 217).

'3. Identification or evaluation of vocational training options/alternatives
for various severely handicapped popu]at1ons (ED 175 231, 5.189 144, -

ED 183 817).

4. Vocational evaluation/assessment as a component of career education pro-

grams in school settings (ED 185 392).

5. Need for increased interagency cooperation (vocational education, occupa=
tional education, special_education; rehabilitation; business-and industry)
(ED 181 707 ED 181 549, ED 181 638). .

B Local, state, and federal policies/resources necessarv to success of dein-

stitutionalization and independent living for the hanc.capped (ED 179 047,
ED 179 743)

7. Procedures which will increase access and partic%pétion of néndiCébpéd in
Vvocat1ona1 education programs (ED 185 243, ED 179 817, ED 175 956)*'

8. Need for. increased: part1c1pat1on by parents in the career deve]opment
process (ED 188 396, ED 181 638).

Q;bgr7;091cs which may indicate future trends involve the use of te]ev1s1on in

promoting career development of handicapped persons; and the app11cat1on ef the
career deve]opment concept to the mentai]y i11 population.



STATE OF THE ART AND FUTURE TRENDS

To summarize the state of the art in the area of career development of the

handicapped is difficult. The majority of activity appears to rest at the

secondary and postsecondary level; with major emphasis in the -area of voca-
tional training as opposed to a broader career development or "1ife career”

approach. Activity relating to independent 1iving skills appears to be

primarily related to more Severely handicapped populations. While there is

evidence of felt need for parental involvement; there did not seem to be

'grogrammat1c act1§éty which indicated 1ncreased activity in this area.

f increased atte“tion to vocational issessient in school

There is evidence eI omaan EL
~ settings and a de
erely hardicapped. There is also an increase in.the amount of research .

nite interest in vocational. _training options for the sev-

activity directly related to career _development for hand1capped pophlat1ons, -

particularly as it relates to vocational training:

1. Increased attention to career development of severely handicapped
populations.

2. Increased cooperation between spec1a1 educat1en and bus1ness/1ndustry/

community-

3. Increased demand for career deve]opment tra1n1ng from’ parents of .
handicapped students: : o .

4. ”Inereased attent1on to career/vocational, assessment tecrn1ques in

5. Increased emphas1s on career deve]opment activities at e]ementa*y
school level.:

In general, eV1dence”1s found to support four of_ the five original pred1c-

- t7ns. The one prediction for which little evidence is found relates to
1ncreased activity at the eTementary level. .

' SUGGESTIONS FoR FUTURE ANALYSES

.Th1s actzv1ty appears to be very va]uab]e "and should be repeated every 2 years
at a minimum. To strengthen the procedure, it would be extremely valuable to

include a similar analysis of articles in the major journals. Most could be

classified at the abstract level. An additional activity might address the

"match" between the type of work which appears in journais as opposed to the

ERIC sjstem . , ~

'EDITOR'S -COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Emphas1s on state of the art findings suggests support for Hypothesis 1. The

author expresses concern for general m1sunderstand1ng and misuse of the terms

"career," “vocat1ona1 " and "occupational™ coup]ed with "education" or

33
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“development:" Both "career edication" and "career development" were among

descriptors used in the search to capture abstracts, a fact that reinforces

the author's dismay about iack of career development training reports at the
elementary level. T
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Division for Children with Communication Disorders (DCCD)

Paul A. Waryas
49 Abstracts
RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY
~ The documents supplied for analysis within the scope of the Division for Children
with Communication Disorders (DCCD) consisted of 49 abstracts. Of these docu-

ments, 59% were final project reporis of multifacéted projects and compendia of
research; and 41% were convention papers. All documents were analyzed within
the matrix relating subject age/education level to principal focus category of
the document within the Division scope: Annotations for programmatic material,

research material, and material indicative of future trends also were used.
, ,,fhéﬂéréétéStfégijViijf@ﬁwiﬁé,éﬁéiédutatién Tevel continuum appeared to be
in the "Not Specified” category, with 30 entries on the matrix. (It should be

noted that because several documents focused on more than ene primary category,
the total number of matrix entries exceeds the total number of documents ana-
lyzed.) Of the 30 entries, 17 did not specify age/education level and-13 speci-
fied more than one. Of the entries; 66% concerned research and 33% concerned
~programmatical material. The seconc largest area of activity was the early

childhood category; with 14 entries, 10 concerning research and 4 concerning
programs. , '

- _The least activity on the age/education level continuum was in the area of

"Elementary,” grades 1 through 8, with 5 entries; all in research.

The_principal focus category showing the greatest activity was "Support

Personnel" with 22 entries. ‘Of the entries, 73% concerned research and 21%
concerned programs. The support personnel targeted were, as could be expected,
speech-language pathologists and audiologists working with these populations in

a special education or other setting.

4o -Several principal focus catégories had no matrix entries. They included

“Federal Policy," "LEA," "Teacher Education (Preservice),"* "Interagency
Ef these principal

fotus categories were addressed with research or programmatic material. .

Cooperation,” and "Gther." Within the scope of DCCD, none

__DCCD_is: made up of professionals whose employment and professional organ-

ization affiliations are broader than the area of special education.: The
documents available ior analysis, however; reflected a soméwhat restricted

data base for this area. .There were no documents from association conventions
which focused primarily on communicative disorders such as the American Speech-
Language-Hearing Association, the Alexander Graham Bell Association for the
Dea¥, or the American Auditory Society. No documents appeared from national. .

conferences on communicative disorders such as the Stanford Child Language

Research Forum or the Mid-South Conference on Communicative Disorders.

-~

*See Teacher Education Division Analysis:



Finally; no journal artictes or book chapters were .included in the data base.

Although this final omission is not as serious as the previous two, a major
portion of research and programs concerning communicative disorders appears
in print, albeit delayed, that is unavailable in other forms such as conven-
tion papers, final project reports; and research reports. Inclusion 6F docii-

ments for these sources could easily double the dat§ base.

A number of descriptive terms in the area of communication disorders were

not evident in the descriptors of the documents analyzed. They include speech
pathology, audiology, pediatric audiology, educational audiology, electrophysi=

ologic_audiometry, alternative communication systems (alternative modalities),
child language, and language intervention: .

NEW MODELS; PROGRAMS ; 6R RESEARCH WITH SIGNIFICANT OR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS -

OF the documents reviewed, several appeared .to poift toward ‘future trends withs

in the scope of DCCD. Document ED 181 690, -"Cognitive Considerations in the
Use of Signs with Persons Having Severe Communicative Handicaps" by Paula _ _
Menyuk, reflects the growing comreern in our profession for providing a useful
communication system to individuals who have great difficulty acquiring spoken
language. _She cites a recent AAMD survey which indicated that over 4000 com-
municatively handicapped individuals were getting some kind of sign_ training

and that number would more than double shortly. Dr. Menyuk concluded that
“teaching signed systems may be a winning effort regardless of presumed or
real cognitive-linguistiz limitations."

Document ED 175 448, "Mission of the Future. Proceedings of the Annual

Convention of the Association for the Development of Computer-Based Instruc-
tion Systems: Volume II: Special Interest Groups" reflects the geometric
growth of computerized technology in the educational system:  The 10 papers
presented to' the educators of the deaf special interest group are concerned
“not only with projects for teaching language/communication and writing
skiils to the deaf, but with access to Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI)

for the blind and visually héﬁdi;?bﬁéd; and programs in special education."”

Document ED 177 772; "Assessing Language Related Skills of Pre=Lingiis-

tic Children: Final Report. Volume III." by George F. Cairns and Earl C-
Butterfield suggests that the most productive lines of research 1ie in the
assessment of receptive language skills, expressive language skills; and
perceptual and cognitive processes, based on their contention that these
areas "are the most likely to predict subsequent language development of

- young children who have yet to speak their first word." Their report also

recomnends activities that should be funded in the future by the Office of
Special Education. :

STATE OF THE ART AND FUTURE TRENDS

It is difficult to summarize the state of the art and indicate possible
future trends in special education relevant to the DCCD Division from the

current 1imited selections from the ERIC data base. The topics of alternative
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comrunication modalities, computer assisted instruction, and early intervention
addressed by the documents discussed are certainly representative of current
and future concerns.to professionals in the DCED Division. Analysis of ERIC

documents can assure_the state of the art report and predict future trends
within the scope of DEED: This assurance and prediction; however, are at the
present time 1imited by lacks in the ERIC data base. From the viewpoint of
DECD, hypotheses 1 and 2 concerning "state of the art" and "future trends"

would have to be accepted with reservations based on the limited data base:

A comparison of the future trends obtained from the ERIC data base and

- five future trends predicted by the author from experience within the profes-
sion indicated close agreement. The author agreed with the documents described
above indicating current and future interest in three areas of the profession:
early intervention, multihandicapped intervention (alternative modalities),
and computer assisted instruction. Two other predicted areas specific to
audiology, educational audiology and electrophysiologic assessment; were not
supported by ERIC documentation. It is fel. that the historical association

of audiology more with the medical profession than the educational profession
may be a contributing factor to the discrepancy. -

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES

A future analysis within 2 years would be most helpful in corroborating or
.refuting these findings. An enlarged data base is critical to accurate

assessment and prediction. Also a principal focus category of "intervention”
would be helpful in categorizing documents with special relevance to the

Division for Children with Communication Disorders:.
- EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Hypothesis 1 is supported only with great reservations due to limitations of
‘current ERIC data base coverage of this Division's scopes of interest. In

addition to educational literature, this specialty relies on medical and
technological’ l1iterature, which rarely finds it way into the ERIC data base.
The editor shares this author's dismay at not finaing conference papers from
the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association and the Alexander Graham

Bell Association for the Deaf, in particular, and the other mentioned organi--

zations in general. Although individuals presenting at thsse associations®
conferences have been invited to submit papers to ERIC and efforts have been -

made to collect all papers in the ERIC Clearinghouse scope from these con-

ventions, there is some evidence that many papers are. not available-throuch
any data base. At this time, journals are reported to be the only source of
knowledge concerning communicative disorders. There is a need for members
of this Division who are members of other closely allied associations to

. advocate collection of conference papers for future early inclusion in ERIE:

Descriptors used for the search are Communication Disorders,’ Hearing

Impairments or Aurally Handitapped, Speech Handicaps, Audiology, Audiometric
Tests, Deafness; Cleft Palate; Articulaticn Impairment, Stuttering, and Voice
Disorders. The disability descriptors probably captured any abstracts in

this Division's scope with one possibie exception: abstracts with the

{\71\
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descr1ptor tanguage Randicaps were ass1gned to the CLD ana]yst an arbitrary

dec1s1on which may be arguable:

F0110w1ng are field terms not fbund among descriptors in the search and
corresponding ERIC descriptors or explanations.

Field Terms

Speech Pathology Speech Pathology
Audiology . Audiology :
Pediatric Aud1o]ogy . ' No descriptor. A combination of

‘Audiology and Pediatrics would
divulge documents with this focus.

Educational Audiology.. No descriptor. A combination of

Audiology with one of the Educat1on

- descriptors would be used.

Electrophysiologic-Auaiology - No descriptor. An indexer probably
_ : would use the field term as an

o o N . o jdentifier. ;

Alternative Communication Systems . No descriptor. Spee1f1c descriptors

-‘Language. Identifiers may be used

(cr Alternative Modalities) are: Total Communication; Sign

e for specific concepts.

Child Language Child Language. This is a very broad
term and would be used on]y with a

) o ] ’ .specific term.

Language Intervention No descriptor. A combination of

Ltanguage Handicaps and Intervention
- would be used.

-
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\\;
Division for Early Childhood (DEC)
’ dane DeWeera c

124 Abstracts
38 Duplicates

°

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

Eighty-six abstracts were categorized and 110 eatries made. A number of ab-

stracts were entered into more than one category. The majority.of the abstracts

.dealt with the early childhood age range alone (95 out of 112 entries). There
were.36 abstracts categorized-as Research and 59 as Program; and a few abstracts
did not fit into either category. There were many abstracts describing a pro-
©_-ect or intervention technique that could not be placed in the Model category.
, It was not clear that these projects met the criterion of being suitable for .
“\_ replication. It was necessary to establish a category under “Other" for Des-
\\\éfjpﬁjéﬁféff;ﬁigrvention Program or Technique, and this category had the largest
nugpber of entries (22). The categories break down as follows:
Description of an_Intervention Program or Technique {added) 22
Assessment/Identification 19
Fodels ~ A , . 15
Parent Education/Parent School Partnership. = 14
Integration of Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Children (added) 8
Evaluation of Effectiveness of a Program (an added category) 7
Learning Styles or Interaction Styles (an added category) 7
Prevention : : 5
.Other = 7
Federal Policy 3
LEA . 2
SEA " s 1
‘Rehab/Independent Living = - 1
Special Teacher/Class 1

There were no éntries for Teacher Education,* Inservice,* Regular Teacher/Class,

Support Personnel; Interagency Cooperation; and Residential Schooi/Institutions:

Four categories were added under "Other" and there were five projects that
~did not fit into any of these. o : :

~ The distinctions between Research and Program were often narrow, because
the research was frequently gathered in a preschool program. There do not
appear to be differences between the areas on tﬁéﬁﬁét?ii FébFé§entggiby;Epggram

and Research, and the areas with only a very few entries were divided between
 Program and Research. Of course, Models and Description of Intervention Pro-
gram or Technique increased the Program count. It was necessary to set up the

category "Evaluation of a Program" for entries which focused clearly on effec-
tiveness data. A total of 43 abstracts fit into these three areas (Mddélsj B

Intervention Description, and Evaluation) in nearly 40% of the total number of

*See Teacher Education Division analysis.
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abstracts. This represents a high 1evel of activity which can be described as
description and accountability information:" : '

___ Missing areas included research on use of procedures for nonhandicapped

children to be involved in working with handicapped children in other than the
tutor role: The technical assistance providers for the Handicapped Children's
Early Education Program had some additional conference reports to the one re-

ported. ~Information on these reports is appended. Cost information on the

expense: of replicating early childhood projects was not presented. Special Edu-
cation Programs That Work; published by the National Diffusion Metwork of the
Department of Education (Far West Laboratory), hus this information. Studies

on services to newborns and infants were notably lacking, yet this is a rapidly
growing area. Infant learning research and work with at-risk infants are impor-

tant areas that were not represented. An estimate of missing documents would be

20%. CbntributiGHS'frbm medically based programs are lacking:
_Missing terms are neonatal; social interaction, replication, and related ‘or
supplementary services (such as physical therapy). :

NEW MODELS’, PROGRAMS, OR RESEARCH WITH SIGNIFICANT OR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

Several of the abstracts described areas which appear to indicate relatively new

directions. A number of the programs described how they assisted other agencies
or organizations to replicate their work; and described materials; procedures;

and results. This shows a broader perspective than the larger number of programs
which simply described their own work or model. The projects that discussed use

of their models by others had, for the most part, funding to make assistance

available to others wishing to use what they developed.

There were a few abstracts taking a statewide perspective or looking at a

domain such as autism or respite care as a whole and over the full age range.
Emphasis on ecology of the Tearning and family environments is a relatively new

area with good potential for more extensive work in the future. The abstracts .
on programs which integrate handicapped witk nonhandicapped children included a
few that Tooked beyond compariscas of accomplishments by the two_groups of chii-

dren to analysis of factors that may be of key importance in this process. Tﬁis:

search for basic factors seems of great potential importance for policy and

- practice if conditions are right for use of the findings. An example is the

study of the relationship between the physical appearance of handicapped chil-
dren and the degree of acceptance of the children by others, including persons

with professional training and those who have not had such training.

table continued a relatively recent trend to looking at the state of the field

‘Few abstracts focused directly on policy:. However; the Statesmen's Round-
and suggesting ways to influence public policy in the future. The Proceedings

- of the Subcommittee on Childhood Experiences as Causes of Criminal Behavior by
the Senate of €anada yielded potentially useful information on factors influ-
.encing some boys to become delinquent while others from the same sociceconomic

group do not.




_The state of the art appears to be that there is a very wide range of activity

-and _focus; from straight description of a project; sometimes with results cited,
to full scale information on how to develop or replicate a program. Practition-
ers working directly with or directing projects seem to have authored most of
these studies: There are few abstracts included which serve children below age
3: A few discuss policy directly. Persons working in related areas, such as )
hospital based programs, apparently do not- submit many abstracts. This may be
a function of the view of the scope of earTy education. Not many interdisci-

plinary activities were described; though there are many strong examples.

The five trends identified before analysis of the abstracts were family

roles,.the social/affective area, prevention of handicaps, interdisciplinary
efforts, and the development of systems to study and implement early education:

One of these, prevention; was listed and had a number of entries. _Since this
is an area which has theoretical support, but as yet little financial support;

it appears_to be an important area for more emphasis at some future time.
‘Basic knowledg® in the social-affective area is needed, and the study on physi-
cal appearance and acceptance of handicapped children is an excellent example
of needed work that should be more heavily emphasized in the future. It was

encouraging to see the number of abstracts focusing on parents, but the rest of

the family was seldom mentioned: Several abstracts held promise for looking at
systemwide change. This may assume more prominencé as states assume more re-
sponsibility for early services. :

__ERIC documents can give a partial picture of the state of the art and can
predict to some extent: | | .

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES

Analysis of several years' projects at one time would provide a much more reli-
# able base. Also, an effort to get entries from related fields, such as medi-

cally based early childhood services; would add to the comprehensiveness of the

information. More material from conferences other than CEC's and MAEYC's could

be solicited. - - - :

EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPQOTHESIS 1

Hypothesis 1 is partially supported. Omissions of documents and categories are

cited to substantiate the reason for partial support.

Reports  ~m Handicapped Children's Early Education Programs often have

such poor print :hat the reports are virtually unreadable and certainly not
reproducible. Requests for better copies elicit either similarly poor copies

or no _response. Sometimes the reports have little content: Therefore; a num-
ber of reports that would highlight existing projects have been rejected.
Although medically oriented literature is not within the focus of the ERIC

system, any reports or conference papers with an educational thrust in a medi-
cally based program are suitable for ERIC.
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Following are field terms not found among descriptors in the search and

~ corresponding ERIC descriptors or explanations: -

' Field Terms

Neonatal . ' Neonates I A
Social Interaction , Interaction combined with one of the

Replication No descriptor: An appropriate
o identifier would be used. ,
Related Services or - . Ancillary School Services or Social
Supplementary Services Services or the service itself, sich

oo as Physical Therapy

()
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Division for Physically Handicapped (DPH) .
Barbara Sirvis
41 Abstracts :
58 Entries

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY
The focus of both research and program documents has been on the areas of post-

secondary/adult (» = 21) and multigraded or ungraded programs (» = 35). The
majbrity'bf”;hé,décﬁméhts-ad not indicate the age range served or serve a

cress section of ages and grades.

As noted above; little focus is placed on categorically graded physically

disabled populations with the exception of postsecondary education and adult
disabled. Only one article focused on research and pregramming in the early
childhood category, while none denoted elementary or secondary. Considerable

attention should be placed on this fact, especially in the area of early
intervention. ) :

_In the research area, the three areas given most attention are "Assessment.,"
"Rehabilitation Technology," and "Other." which is primarily architectural acces-

sibility. Broad interpretation was used in the assignment of these categories:

However, the primary focus of literature in the area of the physically disabled
seems to be on physical adaptation of either environment or technique.

- . In the program area, the primary focus was presentation of model programs,
with several discussing the implications for homebourd/hospital teachers and
others considering implications for social and physical adaptation of the phys-
ically disabled with their nondisabled peers. "Other" was the second category

which covered diverse programs, including recreation needs for this population
and conference proceedings about diverse topics: : ;.

_Several categories revealed no publications or documents: Federal Policy;

Teacher Education* Special Teacher/Ciass;* Regular Teacher/Class, and Prevention.
In the research area; limited documentation was available under the focus

categories of LEA, Support Perscnnel, and Residential School/Institutions.

___ In program areas, limited documentatior was available in the area of Assess-

ment, especially in response to research findings and recommendations.

Although the. physically disabled are considered a "low incidence popula=

tion," there is an even more 1imited presentation of documents in the analysis.
This suggests that documents, research reports; and conference papers are not

reaching the ERIC Network. VYearly and final reports of projects which serve the

physically disabled, at least, should be abstracted in ERIC. In addition; a

limited number of CEC Conference presentations and papers from state level CEC
meetings should be included: Finally; other nonspecial education professional

*See Teacher Education Division analysis.
o
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~ organizations which hold annual meetings or conferences focusing on the needs of

the disabled skould be encouraged to submit documents to, the network, e.g..
Nationai Therapeutic Recreation Society, Rehabilitation International, The

Acsociation fer the Severely Handicapped.

_———Terms in this field which are not reflected in the descriptors assigned to
the abstracts are as follows: : ~

- Physically Disabled (Physical Disabilities)
Orthotics =
Prosthetics (Prostheses)

- Other Health Impaired @

. Therapeutic Recreation (Adapted Physical Education/Recreation)
Program Accessibility ({Accessibility for Disabled) ‘
Rehabilitation Engineering |
Crippled and Other Health Impaired

Augmentative Communication '

drthopedicaily Impaired (Under Physical Disabilities)
Physically Handicapped (Physi;él Disabilities)

NEW MCDELS, PROGRAMS, OR RESEARCH WITH SIGNIFICANT CR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

The technological advances characteristic of services and programs for develop-

ment of self help independence for the physically disabled are presented in
several articies in the document analysis, e.g.; "Typewritér Modifications for
Persons Who Are High-lLevel Quadriplegics,” "Teaching Word Recognition to Non-

Verbal Cerebral Palsied Young Adults Utilizing Word-Family Patterns and Carba-

Linguaduc Electronic Communications Equipment,” and "Proceedings of the
Rehabilitation Information Network Conference." Technological advances and

program accessibility should be the trends of the future.
STATE OF THE ART_AND FUTURE TRENDS

As previously noted, documentation in the area of the physically disabled is

narrow in scope and limited in number. Although the emphasis on postsecondary
and career .education is commendable; the documentation does not reflect the
need for program implementation at early ages. The future trend of continied
technological advancement is again represented, but in limited numbers. There
is need for inclusion of annual reports of the network of rehabilitation engin-

eering centers in the U.S. and similar programs in other countries. Another
area of need for documentation is medical advancements; not one article addres-

sed medical advancements in cure or prevention. With regard to models, con-

siderable emphasis needs to be presented for dissemination:

_ Mthough conceptually sound; the ERIC system does mot seem to be working
for dissemination of materials specifically important or relevant for DPH

. members. It would seem:that analysis of ERIC documents provides some general

information 2bout special education for the physically disabled but is not truly
representative of the trends in programs and research represented by our commit-_
ment to this population. Although it could be said that this particular analysis

. provided some indicators of trends; it is not stable enough at this time to

suggest utilization as a regular predictor. .

(Y
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Agreement was found on one significant identified trend; i.e., technologi=

cal advances; specifically in the broad area of rehabilitation engineering.
However; in the broad category of technological advances, the entire area of
medical advancements is missed, including assessment/diagnosis, prevention,

‘and intervention for specific medical conditions.

Another area of agreement was that of career education in its broadest

definition including all preparation for postsecondary life. However, the
focus of documents noted in this analysis was on the postsecondary student with-
out recognition of the need for program_implementation and student preparation

far before completion of regular schooling. -

A third area identified as a_potential trend for the future was advocacy

and, Tegislation. Although architéctural accessibility was mentioned in several
research and program reports, other aspects of advocacy and legislation: were
reglected, e.g., program accessibility, equal employment opportunities; anti-

discrimination suits.

Two expected trends which did not appear in the dzcument aralysis were

movement toward definition and attainment of the least restrictive environment
for,the,physic&]]j'disab1eq;7§7popu]ati6n considered by many to be the most

difficult to mainstream. Although two studies addressec sccialization issues,

the .ramifications for program development were never pursued. The other trend
not noted was the increasing number of students with multiple disabilities who
are receiving educational services in programs for the physically disabled.
Traditionally expected to have learning handicaps, physically disabled students
now entering special education programs are more multiply handicapped than
those who entered programs even 10 years ago. Considerable assistance is

needed in this area; yet documentation does not seem to exist.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES | .

Although this analiysis was inconclusive in its attempt to delineate the state of
the art for DPH, it is suggested that a 3 year time lapse be considered before

implementation of 2 similar analysis. In the interim; DPH members and affiliate

organizations should be encouraged to submit documentation.
EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS

- ———T - - - - e e - - T .
Findings for Hypothesis 1 are inconclusive due to the few abstracts in tne

search for this speciality in which documentation ": < . is narrow in scope and

limited in number." The editor agrees with all the author's statements in this
regard. .

_ Some documents reqularly cofie to the ERIC Ciearinghouse on Handicapped and

Gifted Children from the organizations cited.- Problems in selection of these .
documents for ERIC are their fbtﬁs'gg”;hgimedical,Or,réhébi]itgijyefaspect of
the Tield with minimal amphasis on education, or denial by contributors for

reproduction by ERIC.




There is some indication that professionals in this area are sharing more

* education related information with one another and are becoming aware of the

efficacy of ERIC for dissemination of their work. If this trend continues,

. according to suggestions made by the author, future analyses should reflect

the state of the art.

Following are field terms not found among descriptors in the search and
corresponding ERIC descriptors: _

Field Terms . Descriptors

Phiysically Disabled Physical Disabiiities

rthotics orimotic Prosthetic Education
or : Orthotic Technicians iterms are used

_ as identifiers and are not descriptors)
Prosthetics Prostheses

Other Health Impaired Special Health Problems :
Therapeutic Recreation No descriptor:. A combined use of
) Adapted Physical Education, Recreation;

and_one of the several Therapy terms
- would elicit a document with this focus.
Program Accessibility Accessibility (for Disabled). This

, term includes ‘programs.
Rehabilitation Engineering No descriptor
Crippled and Other 4ez1th ol
Impaired o No descriptor N

éugméhtative,Eémmuﬁitétion . S1gn,LgngyageﬁIgrm§;;Nonvccal Children

Orthopedically Impaired Use Physlggl Disabilgtiés

Prysically Handicapped Use Physical Disabilities

As new terms appear often in the literature, these are proposed by a_
Clearinghouse for addition to the ER;GNTbesauruse,,Eéthﬁﬁgrwfmu§t be carefully
researched for usage and tﬁgfhgstfaccurate,defihj;jgn ggggg;gd,1n7thé”fj?lg;_
Each proposed descriptor must be accepted ??737Y?V1§W,S°mm1tt9é¢§f Clearing-
house Vocabulary Coordinators and field users and; ultimately, by the ERIC

Texicographer before it is added to the Thesaurus.

Pt
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_Division for the V1sua11y Handicapped (DVH)

Anne L. Corn

28 Abstracts

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM: ACTIVITY

0f a total of 28 abstracts, 74 entries were made in the matrix. Programs were

described in 32 abstracts, with 5 or fewer abstracts in each age level column
and 16 abstracts in the “th Specified" column. Research was the focus of 39
abstracts, with 7 or less in each age level column and 18 in the "Not Specified"
column. ~

kY

Although many articles which did not specify age level may be appropr1ate

for early childhood programs; there were few abstracts (Programs = 3, Research

2) dealing specifically-with this population. As states {such a$ Texas) provide
programs for the 0-3 and 3-5 age groups, a greater portion of the literature in
the field of v1sua11y handicapped may. reflect programs and research. Also; the
literature reviewed showed 1ittle in the ‘way of articles which deal spec1f1ca11y=_
with secondary pup1ﬂs. - .

The Iargest percentage of abstracts dealt vwith assessment/identification

- procedures and tools {» = 17): Assessment was discussed for all levels of edu-

cation and-included both v1sua11y handicapped and mu1t1p1y hand1capped/v1sua11y
1mpa1red children. - v

Many abstracts focused on methods]nater1a]s and teacﬁ1ng techniques (n =

13) with various segments of the population. Provision of educational tools,
e.g., braille book gy§71g§111tggfseemed’to be important in this country as well
das in a var1ety of foreign countries:

~ The’ pr1nc1pa1 focus category of rehabi11tdu1on, prevocat1ona1 preparat1on,
and independent 1living skills (n# = 9) was shown to be a concern of the f1e1d

" Many abstracts addressed the needs of severe]y multiply hand1capped/v1sua]-

1y impaired children. This concentration of articles may reflect the field's

need to prov1de an appropriate education for children who may not have been

" educated: in programs deS1gnated for the visually handicapped in prev1ous years.

 The literature showed 1ittle in the way of articles that deal spec1f1ca11y
_ with_teacher education.* Prevention of visual handicaps and/or of secondary

problems related to visual handicaps were also not ava11ab1e within this yeak s

compilation of abstracts:
~ WKhile the field seemed to be concerned -with LEA,poiiciés regarding the
role of the teacher of the visually handicapped and the ‘uture roles of

residential schcels for the blind, these concerns were not present in the
compilation of abstracts.

*See Teacher Education Division anaiysis.

' 51

€
(\;)\‘



~ NEW MODELS, PROGRAMS, OR RESEARCH WITH SIGNIFICANT OR FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

1§ was interesting to note that ERIC has obtained 5 out of 28 abstracts from

ign countries, particuiarly those dealing with the establishment of materiais

 Therewsed no abstracts concerned with gifted students who are visually
handicapped. .~ with sociai/emotional development. However; it is important to

~note that this small field often looks to prcfessional journals; projects of

the American Foundation for the Blind, and professional organizations for
publishing its content. i

Terms used in the field not identi<ied among descriptors in the search are

low vision, functional vision, and vision stimulaticn.

. _ None of the documents identified for further examination relative to pstea-

tial future trends (all age/levels and Not Specified) had significant program

models for the field.

STATE OF THE ART AND FUTYRE TRENDS

Although the greatest number of abstracts addressed needs of fiultiply handicap-
ped/visually impaired children, other areas upperiiost in the DVH Division’s

interests--teaching methods/materials/techniques, prevocational preparation,

and assessment identification procedures and tools--were not addressed. The

ERIC system, therefore, although a valuable tool for the professional, may not

reflect the state of the art in literature for the field of educztion for the
visually handicapped: Similarly, the present analysis may not accurately

predict: future trends; altrough some areas indicate possible trends.

Five trends were identified: better assessments for better service de-

livery; utilization of vision programs; programs for multiply handicapped, use

of technology, and emphasis on preschool education. In addition to these five
trends, the field is beginning to address the need for programs_for visually

handicapped gifted children. Two of the five trends have corroboration from
the compilation: programming of multiply handicapped and aspects -of assess-

ment. Not identified but emergent in the-compilation is a focus on methods,

materials; and teaching techniques as well as on rehabiiitation, prevocational

preparation; and independent 1iving skills:

EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1
Hypothesis 1 is not supported. This is a difficult field to document because

it has_a small population and much of the research involves sensory aids and

technological development for ediication to occur. That only 28 abstracts

appeared in the search is riot surprising. The few journals for the field

cover research and programs extensively. Nevertheless, a small but respect-

able body of 1iterature appears to be accumulating in the ERIE data base
which should grow sufficiently with time for a more extensive analysis of

the state of the art.

-
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Following are field terms not found among descriptors in the search and

Followi

corresponding ERIC descriptors or explanations.

e
Low Vision

Functional Vision
Vision Stimulation

Descriptors
Partial Vision
No descriptor
R combination of Partial Vision
and Stimulation weiid elicit

documents with this fecus.
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The Association for the Gifted (TAG)
Felice Kaufmann

82 Abstracts

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY

An ana]ys1s of the documents concerned with education of the g1fted and talented

revealed certain predom1nant trends as well as notable deficits in the field:

The greatest activity in a specified age/education level was. in the elementary

c**egory (n = 17). This focus was also evident in research (» = 8) and programs

{7 = 9). The least activity took place on the early childhood level (»n = 7),
although in research the least frequented category was secondary (n = 2) and in
programming, postsecondary (n = 3). These figures represent only those docu-
@gg;s that emphasized tne particular age/education level; éXCTUd1ﬁgst1tat1éﬁS

that concerned a broad age/education range. These findings are compatihle with

the prevailing trends in gifted education which emphasize programs for elemen-

tary age students because of assumed impiementation a1ff1cu1t1es at the other ~
levels. '

The principal focus categories that attracted the most attention were
assessment/identification {(n = 19) and LEA programs (» = 17). These also
represented; respectively; the main research {(n.= 18) and program (n = 17)

efforts. The categories that showed the least activity were teacher education*

and parent education with no citations; followed by tederal policy, special

teacher/class, regular teacher/class; support personnel; and interagency

;cooperat1on with one reference each. These figures do not include those
art1c1es in which these categor1es are incidentally referenced.

To the extent of thefrev1ewer 3 know]edge the search was comprehens1ve.
The only obvious omission/was the Conference Proceedings of the National

Asscciation for Gifted €h11dren (Minneapolis, 1980). The descriptors were

11kew1se inclusive of the maJor1ty of terms that are germane to the field.

STATE OF THE ART AND FUTURE TRENDS

As suggested by Hypothe51s 2, cértain articles clustered tegether in categor-

jes that could be considered future trends. ‘All of these categories were

among those .initially identified by the reviewer as new directions. These

categories were: involvement of persons outside the school, such as parents

. and mentors; identifiCation and programming for the culturally disadvantaged
and handicapped; the expanded definition of,giftedness,f1nc1ud1ng specific
ééédéﬁIé aptitude,; performing and visual arts; leadership; and creative/ _

p: sductive thinking; lifelong identification and programming; with an empha-

sis on nreschool and postsecondary; and teacher education: Each of these

trends reflects the movement of gifted education away from the single em-
phasis of intelligence toward a more dynamic, multidimensional concern.

xSge Teacher Education Division analysis:

‘.
[ Y
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In a relatively new field such as gifted education, all types of research
and programming are necessary. It is only through these efforts that credibil-
ity and direction for the field will be established. The fact that LEA pro-

grams, assessment/identification; and curriculum efforts prevail in the ERIC

search does not imply that thase areas are the mo<: significant, but that other
categories are replete with possibilities for exp.oration. That seven major
categories showed one or no citations indicates that there is an especially

critical need for efforts in those directions.

*  SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES .
- o , S 7 -  a
It would seem that; in confirmation of Hypothesis 1, analysis of ERIC documents
does portray an accurate state of the art. However, the search would be strength--

-ened considerably if documents other than those in the ERIC system, such as
special education and psychology journals, were a1so reviewed. Further; it

would be advantageous in the future if the information could be widely dissem-

inated so that appropriate research and programming efforts, based on assess-
ment ¢f gaps in the literature, could follcw:
EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1
Hypothesis 1 is supported.

Considerable difficulty has been encountered in obtaining proceedings or

papers from conferences on the gifted. Proceedings or papars from the 1980
NAGC conference in Minneapolis were not processed by the time the search was

conducted for this analysis.

Support for initiation of automatic collection of papers from future

conferences on the gifted will strengthen the literature base in ERIC and

assure availability of conference papers at an early date.

—
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Teacher Education Division (TED)
Robert G. Simpson

42 Abstracts

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM ACTIVITY
Of all the abstracts examined in this analysis, 21 were judged to have a research

focus. Albng the "Age/Zducation Level" continuum;: the greatest research. act1v1ty
occurred in the "Not Specified" eategery (9 entr1es) There were 6 ent~7&s in

the "Secondary" category and 4 in "Early Childhood." Based on ana]ys1s ¢i the

ERIC system entries, the least amount of research activity occurred in the "Post-

secondary” category, as there were no entries.

 There were 49 entries in ths analysis matrix that described programs, and
most of these entries occurred in the "Age Not Specified" category (38 entries).
Seven entries were related to "Secondary” programs and 3 concerned "Early Child-

hood." The least amount of program activity was at the "Elementary" level, as

there were no entries: There was only one program entry at the "Postsecondary"
level.

Class” category, where theré were 8 entries out of a total of 21. No research
entries appeared in the following categories: Federal Policy, LEA, Support

Personnel, Parent Education-Farent/School Partnership; Prevention; and Residen-

t1a1 School/Institution.

~ 0Of the 42 abstracts analyzed, 15 were judged to contain information rele-
vant to a future trend within the scope of the Teacher Education Division.
Given the analysis procedures, some abstracts are cited more than cnce.
Counting multiply cited abstracts there were no entries indicative of future
trends.

STATE OF THE ﬁPT AND FUTURE TRENDS

events of the 1979'5; Fb]]ow1ng are five future trends derived from the
abstract analysis:

1. Inservice education. Nine abstracts were Judged to be indicative of this

~ trend. Public Law 94-142 has generated a host of inservice needs for both
regular and special education personnel. Continuing efforts will :be made
to determine.and provide appropriate competencies for teachers of handi-
capped children. Ways to foster awareness and positive attitudes on the
part of regular education teachers will also be explored.

A related jssue will be the role of institutions of higher educat1on in

prov1d1ng the inservice needs of teachers. Discussion may center around
inservice content, method of presentation, geographical location, and the
nature of.relationships between IHE's and state and local education agencies.

-y
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mainstream. STX abstracts were_ audged to indicate this trend. This issue

obviously has its roots in the 1970's and is related to the first trend
discussed above. For P.L. 94-142 to have maximum impact; the awareness and

attitudes of regular education perscnnel must be positive toward handicap-

ped students and their integration into the educational mainstream.

3. Preservice training of special education teachers. Three abstracts were

judged to be indicative of this trend. Based on the anaiysis, there will

possibly be an increased emphasis on practical tra1n1ng cf preservice

teachers; to include more practica and internships in on-the-job situations.

A side effect will be increased 1nteragency cooperation between IHE's, SEA's,
and LEA's.

4. TJeache: burnout. Two abstracts were judged to be indicative of this trend.
The causes and possible solutions_for the problem of teacher burnout will

continue to be expliored in the 1980's. Legal, financial; emotional, and/or
stress related factors may be examined as poss1b]e causes: A side effect

will be the continued examination of the supply of and demand for special
education teachers:

5. Certification reguirements. One abstract was indicative of this trend:

. There will be continued discussion concerning the certification require-

ments for both special _and regular education teachers: The "crosscategori-

cal versus categorical” issue will be discussed with regard to certification
of special education teachers: A continuing issue will also be the extent

to which regular educators should be trained, or retrained, to teach handi-

capped students in the mainstream. .

Based on the abstract analysis, P.L. 94=142 remains the dominant force in
special education and will probably continue so throughout amost of the 1380's:

Several possible future trends have been preSented in this paper; but some

relationship can be found between each of them and P.L. 94- 142. In teacher

education; it appears that some issues will always be with us: (a) How will

teachers be trained? (b) What will they be trained to do? {c) ¥ho will train

them? (d) What attitudes do teachers have and how can teachers be encouraged

to develop positive ones? In the 1980's, future trends will be determined by
the :manner in which P.L. 94142 influences these rather dirable jssues in
teacher education. ‘ °

both Hypotheses 1 and 2 can be generally supported. At the national TED con—

ference in January 1981; several of the conference participants discussed

issues that could 1nd1cate trends for the future. Among those issues discussed
were: (a) cert1f1cat10n standards, (b) practicum requ1rements for preservice

gation pertaining to education of the hand1capped and (f) supply of and “=mand

fer special education teachers. There is considerable overlap be*ween the

issues discussed at the TED conference and the trends predicted as a resuit of

the ERIC abstract analysisz: Thus; it is reasonable to conclude that analysis

of the ERIC documc:its submitted for 1 year is one way to determine a general

state of the art in special education (Hypothesis 1). Hypothesis 2 was that
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five future tre<ds could be -+.- % from an analysis of ERIC abstracts published
‘over 3 1 year pericd; and <7+ & task was completed in the present énalysis.

SUGGESTIONS FOR +UTURE ANALYSES

One variable pessibly affecting the results of the present analysis is the
extent to which articles submitted for publication in professional journals,
and hence not published in the ERIC system, would have affected the tabulations
~ and; therefore, the conclusions in the present analysis. It is possible that

mere research articles are submitted to professional journals than to -ERIC, and

~ research articles submitted to ERIC may have already been submitted to other
sources and therefore be dated. :

_ The validity of future attempts to assess the state of the art and trends
in special education might be increased if, in addition tc ERIC abstracts,
abstracts of all articles published in special education journals during a

given year were also analyzed. Obviously, the turnaround time for publication

in 5?6?é§§1ona] journals must also De considered. Otherwise, the analysis pro-

cedures used in the present effort to accomplish such a d1fr1cu1t task appear
to be reasonably valid. A

EDITOR'S COMMENT ON FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Hypothesis 1 is supported.

In regard to the author's concern that ressarc' =rticles in ERIC may have
been submitted to other sources and thus be Zated, * .+ :irely occurs. Pricr
to selection of any document for ERIC, a thoroven vzafi* i3 ‘made of all brEVii
ousiy accepted journal and document Iitéiétu?é; _Aay nrevious entries by the
same author that contain information SimilaF to information in the document to

be reviewed are cited for the reviewer's comparison.- The research paper under

consideration may address the same study; however, to be inciuded in ERIC it

must contain information substantially different from the previous presentation;
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SUMMARY OF FINTINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1

Findings across Divisions for Hypothesis 1 are tabulated pelow:

Support Partial Support Inconclusive No Support
€EC-MR (inferred)  CASE DPH CLD
beo CCBD , DVH
TAG CEDS
TED DCCD
—_ : DEC — -

4 5 1 2

Main reasons expfessed for partial support or inconclusive evidence to
support the hypothesis were:

1. Scme difficulty with sorting abstracts into: the matrix;

2. A yearning for Lrad1t1ona] Jeurnal 11terature which was excluded
in the model; and

3. Omission of known documentation.
A1l of the 12 Division an: _ sts *nd1cated that, with refinement of the

methodology and increased attention to submission of documents to ERIC; a
more accurate state of the art analysis could be performed in tke future.

ar
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR HYPOTHESIS 2

Findings across Divisions for Hypothesis 2 are tabulated below:

Support (5 of 5) Partial Support " No Support

CASE CCBD CLP
TAG CEC-MR Dv4
TED - CEDS.
. DCD_
’ peep : }
- DEC R
: DPH
3 7 N 2

vAlthough all analysts 1dent1f1ed at least one araa in which a trend
might be developing; only three analysts felt secure in giving Hypothesis

2 unqualified support. The seven analysts who identified at least three

possitle trends approached this hypothesis W1th scho]arly nesitancy by

partially supporting the hypothes1s

Lack of a previous analys®: for comparison of trends ser 1 to be
‘a problem in all 12 specialty zrea:  Nevertheless, all anal; inferred

support for the model if suggsstec -=finements were 1ncorpc' . prior to

future analyses.
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TRENDS

X = Corroboration by anz1ysis results:

X 1. SE Administrator role (Functional Needs of Students, Noncategorical

- Programs).

X 2. Program Organization and Administration (Eont1nuum “of Services wifﬁ

Emphasis on Consultation through Regular Educat1on)

Ana]ys1s Trend: Emphasis on Specific Program Variablés.z

X 3. Accelerating Program Costs (Greater Reliance on Local Revenue Versus

State and Federal).

Anaiysis fréﬂa: Costs kéiatéa to bragrams; nct Who Would Bear Costs.

Not Identified Emérgént Trend

X 1. Staff Development Activities:

CEBD -
# 1. Parent Professrona] Communicatizn (Parent Involvement in School Sett1ng):

Analysis Trend: Young Children but not Elementary and Secondary.

2. Data Based 1:? Development Implementation and Monitoring.
X 3. Affective Education Programs/Research.

Analysis Trepnd: Some, but with focus on Behavior Modification.

4. Decrease in LRE for Behaviorally Disordered.
X 5. Alternative Education:

X' 6. Vocational Assessment and Training




TRENDS {Continued)

X = Corroboration by analysis results.

CEC-MK

1. Deinstitutionalization.

2. Generic Teacher Training.

3. Parental Involvement.

4. Models for SéVéFéij/PFﬁ?dﬁhdly Handicapped:

5. Unbjased Assessment.

1. Prevention (Early Identification Planning, Intervention).

2. Habili=stisr ’%ucntional; Career; Independent Living).

3. Resourts ruciing Activities (Agency Linkages, Cooperative Flanning
and Pr’o”g’ramming; . -

4: Assessment (Differential Diagnosis; Technical Adequacy of Measure-

5. Parent Involvement (Parent Training, Education, Counseling, IEP_
Skills, Test Interpretation Skills, Responsibilities and Rights).

1. Definition of the Term, Learning Disabied,
2. Valid and Reliable Assessment Procedures.

3. Programming - Alternative to Resource Class.
4. ﬁragramm%hg': Secondary and Adult.

5. Professional Advocacy and Competency .

1. Career Develogpment c¢f S/P:

2. Cooperation Between Special Education and Busin2ss/Industry/Community:
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TRENDS (Continued)

X = Torroboration by anaiysis results.

(Continueu)

Parent Demand for fareer Development Training for Handicapped Children.
Attention t: .. w:~fVocationa} Assessment Techniques in School Settings:

-

Career Develc;. =it Activities at Elementary Level: —

———

- 1.

o &~ w N

BEC
1.

2.
3.
4.

5:

i
1:
2.
3.
‘.
5.

Early intervention.

Multihandicapped Intervention.

.. Computer Assisted Instruction.

Educational Audiology.

Eiectrophysiologic Audiology.

Family Roles.

Analysis Trend: Emphasis on Parents, Few on Family.

Social/Affective Area.

Prevention of Handicap:

System GCeveic . for Study and Implementation of Early Educatios.

Technologica® Advances; Min'- some Medical Aspects.
Career Ed.:atior  Earlier than Postseconcary).
Advocacy and Legislation.

LRE for Phyzicallv Handicapped:

Muitiply Handicapped in Spec*sl Péééééﬁ;.

T~
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TRENDS (Contintied)

X = Corroboration by analysis results.

Better Assessment for Service Delivery:

. - Utilization Tor Vision Programs.

Programs for Multihandicapped.
Use of Technology.

Preschool "Education.

Not Identified Emergent Trends

1.
2.

TAG

1.

Methods, Eéiéréé!é, and Téaéhing TechniqUEs.

Skills.

Involvement of Persons Outside School (Parents and Mentors).

Identification and Frogramm1ng for Gifted Cu]tura]]y Different
an. Handicapped.

Expanded Sefinition cof Giftedness:

Lifelong Identification and Programm® ng/Empn;s1s on Preschoo]
and Secondary.

Te 'her Education.

Certification Standards.

Practicum Requirements for Preservice.

Inse-vice Training.

Legislation and Litigation Pertaining to Education -7 Handicapped.

Suppiy of and Demand for Secondary Education Teachcrs.

&7
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSES

Bi-Annually 2 Years 3 Years Time Not Specified No Recommendacion

1 § (1)* (1) 2* 5 , 1
(but support ’
inferred)

Suggestions for future analyses included:

Minute ¢csails for improvemerit of the model.

More than one analyst for a specialty.
A prélifinary "match® study between the type of work appearing in journal

literature and categories of ERIC decum:znts used in the model.

Inclusion of ERIC journal literature.

Greater submission to ERIC in specific areas now in progress.

More than one year s inclusion fer a more reliable d-~cument base.

Cne suagestion for the current analysis specified wide distribution for appro-
priate research and programming efforts. .

*One analyst specified 2 to 3 years:



The ERIC Cleomngﬁe« e on
Houidicopped ond Gifted Chitiren

To: A1l Divisiorz Anal;sts:

CASE' Dr. Robert L. Guariro DCLD Dr. Linda Brown

CCBC.  Dr. Steve Imber i DEC Dr. Jzne deWeerd

CEC-MR Dr: Domnna Tynao DPH Ms. Barbara Sicvis

CEDS  Dr: R. €. Taylor DVH Dr. Ann Corn

DCD Or. Diane Wimmer TAG Dr. Felice Kaufmaan

DCCD  Dr. Paul Waryas TED Dr. Robert Simpson
From: Mirion Cambel Product Initiator for Information Aﬁgiyéig

Product #1-80
Subject:  Amalysis of documents for Exceptional Child Education
Report: Special Education Trends; 1980 (IAP #1-80)

Date: December 12; 1980

I am vaing this approach for communicating vith all of jou 8o that each

wmay krow who yout counterparts are in the other dlvlslons and; also; to
insare that evervcﬁe raceives the same information.

We have done some preIIminary experimenting W1th the analysis model but
thare still may be some glitches. If you find some step to be cumber-
some or difficvlt, please call me iind we will attempt to work out the

problem and send a meLo to each of you regarding any changes in approach

We are somewhat behinﬂ in the time schedule I specified in my telephone

communication. Even sc; our goal still is pub-iication by the €EC Conven-

tion in Aptil. If you po:sibly can complete the work by mzd-ﬂauuary,

our work at CEC will be facilitated. Deadline for return of all mattrla‘-
is January 21st,

Attachments:

1) Documient Analysis for Exceptional Child Education Report: Speecizl

Education Trends,; 1980 {includes backzround information and guide-
Iines for analysis)

2)  Matrix o o ,
3) Cearch (abstracts in your division accpe of interest)
4) Information about authors
E‘. '{A‘,
< o J ..
89 T )
The Coundl for Exceptional Children



DCCUMENT ANALYSIS ‘FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATTON REPORT:'
SPECIAL EDUCATION TRENDS, 1980

INTRODUCTICN

f
For seve~al years, CEC staff have considered use of the ERIC system to assess

the state of the art in special education. Accordingly, in the FY 80-81 contin-
uat10n proposa] for the ERIC C1ear1ngnouse-on Hand1capped and G1fted Ch1]dren,

(IAP® 5) proposed

As stated in the proposal, “he purpose of the IAP is "to analyze selected

ERIC document: that have come intu the system during the past year; e.g., re-

search reports, project final reports, and conference presentations, in order

to predict special education trends for the future." - These categories of docu-

ments contain the most recent information available in the field. Their availa-
bility through ERIC enhances their_currency bccause ERIC has a turnaround time
(from arrival of a document in a Clearinghouse to its availability in the ERIC
Microfiche Collecction) which averages five months. Turnaround time of journal

articles ranges from four months to two years: Books and published conference -

proceedings have S1m11ar lengthy turnaround times.

Contents of the IAP were outlined to include "description of document

selection™ proccedures, categorization of documents, analysis and synthesis of
content, and discussion of trends."

MODEL FOR S7apY

Two hypethosss <ormed the basis of this research:

1. Analysis of preiect final reports, research reports, and conference presen-
tations. Smeitted to ERIC during the last year will result in a surry of

in special education.

Because an analysis of this nature requires the expertise of profess1ona1

persons in different areas of special education, the possibility of tapping

excellent resources among CEC's Divisions seemed eminently appropriate. This
could be achieved, it was thought, by use of a modified Delphi technique.
The president andrﬁreSidenE-éiecf of each CEC Civision were queried for
names of Division members who:
1. Would be interested in analyzing selected dc.uments in their Divicions’
scopes of interest; and

2. Are xnown for their analytic skill;
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0f the names prESéhtéd one person from each Division was chosen on the
basis of Division president; pres1dent -elect recommendation and/or CEL staff

prior knowledge of the person's proven ability to synthesizz and present

information (ERIC documents; journal articles; contributed chapters, CEC

projects). These persons accepted the task on the basis of the following:

1. A search for the documents specified would be made of all ERIC holdings
submitted between December 1979 and November 1980. This search would
be divided according to CEC Divisions' scopes of interest:

2. Each analyst would receive the portion of the search pertaining to hissher
Division. :

3. FEach analyst would récéiVé guidelinés for analysis of the docum<":

4. The search and gu1de11nes would be sent to each analyst between ~*+ -:ddle
and end of November foi the analysis to be completed and returned By ﬁf&
January:

THE SEARCH

A computer1zed search of the ERIC data base for all ERIC documents bearing major

descriptors; in the Divisions' scopes; submitted between December 1979 and

7November 1980, yielded a total of 591 documents:

- In deveT‘b i~g~the search strategy, the question of force- f1tt1nq documenus
into Divisions' scopes of Tnterest versus overiapping. documents rone dacument

being included ir more thar. one Divi \g\jearch portion) was examined. Dr.
Stanley L: Helgeson of the ERIC C1ear1nghouse\*Q§\Sc1ence Mathematics; and

Environmental Education stated that in their Ulearinghouse's analysis of re-

search, field analysts were split in their support of the.two strategies.

Discussion among CEC staff resultec in favor of the overlapp1ng strategy on

the basis of the need to ascertain whether research or programs have been con-
ducted in specific areas within the Divisions' scdﬁE?‘cf»lnierest Inc1ud1ng
overlapping abstracts, the total number of abstracts in the search 1515067~ N

THE MATRIX

This section may be fcund on page 76.

GUIDELINES
1. Before proceeding with further reading of these guidelines, please do the
fo]]owing:

Identify and write five future trends that you feel are
germane to your Division's scope.

€
ST
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2.

Sorting Abstracts into the Matrix

Purpose: By examining each abstracrt and placing it in the most appropriate
slot in the matrix, you sheild be able to easily determine what-kind of
research Gr programs have hi:n conducted in specific areas for specific
ayejeducation levels within vour Division's scope: Also; some abstracts

may reveal unusual informe::- indicative of future trends:
2.1 Study matrix.

2.2 Read each abstrac:. Starrec descriptors are helpful ; however; hints
are embedded in —he title and word arrangement in the body of the
abstract and ofter determire placement: (See sample abstract:)

2:3 Enter abstract number and codes (research = Ry-program = P, future
trends = F) in the appropriate age/education column opposite the
most pertinent main focus category. If the abstract appears to .
address two principal focuS categories; precede "the abstract number
with: '

(1) first use for a category; and
(2) second use in another category

o ) ) ) e o ] o
Some abstracts may be classified as both program (P{ and research (R)
as well as indicative of future trend (F}.

Example:

Pri- inal Focus . .&gory Early thildhood j Elementary

Parent Ed.cation I
Parent /Scnool Partrership (1) ED 0u0OGOP

Interagency Cooperation (2) ED 0U000OP

2.4 ThHe codé F {future trends) should be used %qf'gﬁy ﬁbtﬁﬁéﬁt”@ﬁi;ﬁwﬁég
urusual or trend indicative information: You may wish tr examine the

microfiche for F coded documents to further study the contents. Micrc-

fiche are in your nearby ERIC Microfiche Collection.

2.5 It is hoped tnat most of the abstracts will be placed in specifically
labeled slots and that few will be rélegated to the "Not Specified”
column and "Other" principal focus category:

Tally information. ‘Obviously, some Divisions will not have documents in
certain slots. For exampl=, early childhood documents will locate mainly

in 752 early childhood column.

C,

Y
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SAMPLE ABSTRACT

Division Scope: CEC-MR Division Sccpe: D.CD

4 ?

DIALOG Filat  £RIC  66-R0/Noy (ltem 28 of 81) User 9004 2dechod

A i 4

ED 183817 ggoﬁggzg

Person through Use_ of

2= N
; nity Settings. Final Report; omssér 1, -
hough date Of\\( 1977 -Decenber. 3i. - "9 Pe
iference is 1978; “Maryland Univ.. Col tege Pirk. v
- , 1S __Dct 133p.: For_related documen's see ED 132 284
;ﬁgqgtil}}erl?ﬁ com- and__ED _138_ 785. _ Report _prepared at the Ceriter of
ted is 1979, theTef oo b iiitation ane Manpower Sorvices. o
e it is within o _ Sponsoring Agency  Office of Education (DHE~)  Washington:
D.C.’
il_“?_!fit{‘i‘?; Grant_No.. GACT7C0073 N _
EBRS Price - MFOI/PCUE Plus Postane. Progrlg_-m =p
Language: Englizsh  _ , . - :
Geograpric Source: u:S./ Marylagne . §
. B Maryland career education and opportunities [Br
intended to_ -make the public aware of the s eciaf'EE?%E?‘
] ducatTfn needs Of the s~ &hre-y retarded., reduce =) l
career choices cn Dasis of mental abilities, and '*W,[N,W
g nstrate _effective  methods - and techniques. _in  carser Poscz
S _education. The five grola. : objectives involved (1) conducting age/éd
ncipalIFocu§; Aone-day_rejional comm.ny town, Waldorf: I,N,i'
2gOry: ;)) 7/ Salisbury, Baltimore, T C6'Tene Park: (27 public appeararices ev?}
- {audio-siide present:™ . .oar.-  (3) pLbl | ¥ndorsements throuah
Jablhtasufﬁ/b“ﬂe the megia: (4) produri..r .d distr .stion of confereace
it Living proceedings: and (S) =& ":Ju-“t o' = _wonograph providing a

conceptual guude entitlers ;ie‘ fo- Increasing Career

Edczation - ang Career ,pr"’urtiee of Severely Retzrded

Persons. Invited conferencs participants were infiuential

Cﬁmmunlty _members or dec1510n makers in regard to carcer
development of Severely retarded persons. Conference

ncipal Fo Con

egory: . evaluation by the participants consisted of post-conference
;rﬁkﬁﬁcy . ard pce,posg,react'Je questionnaires: (Analysizrgf resuits is
TIE TS \ provided:.) The rive shapters of the monograph were produced by
peration \& authorities in the field of serv=_;47(o nandicapped o« rsons;
- including Douglas Biklen, Gunnar :'ybwad, ~Donn E. ‘R glin,

ley G. Sellars, Denis Stoddard 2nd William M. Usu
iy Of the project mrnograph and (he entire cony
c22dings,  includgi~. principle speakcrs’ addresses. ar>

proviced.) (YL8)

: SEA Prograns
:.e repo"t preps

""" ors: (Adu rams/] Career Choice/”
Career Development/ «Career Education/ _ Careers/  Comfunity
,7 puratior/ Conference Pruceedings/ Conferences/

Jescriptors: [Edu t Educationy

portuiities/ — —Evaluation/— Suides/ __Mainstreaming/
ormai . zarion (Handicopped]Z] Publicity/ *Rehabilitation/

*Sevet e ¥anta! Retargation/ sSpecia. Education/ Stereotypes

Identifiers Educa’ion Amendments 1974/ Maryland

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



3.1 Ta]]y all columns vertically fearly childhood, slementary, secondary,

postsecondary, not specified). These tallies indicate the number of
documents for each age/education 1eve]

3.2 Ta]]y a]] p s and R E Vé%t1ca11y These ta111es w111 g1ve the number
level.
3.3 Taily all categories horizontally.

Tally all P's and R's horizontally.

w.
L]
r

Tally and 1denc1fy all blank squares opposite principal focus cate-or

[N
.
(S 01

ies. This identification should indicate zreas where ng prograz or

research_actlﬂlty,has occurred in the last year.

or trends

5. Write a 3-4 page analysis 1nc1ud1ng statistics and commentary on the ‘ﬂilow-
ing quastions: .

(Questions have been omitted because they are included in front matter.)

i
<o
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- PRINCIPAL FOCUS CATEGORY

| elen,, thereforp

EARLY CHTIDROD|

(Bixth to age 7

years, - Tends
to overlap with

v

for purpose of
this analysis,
cutoff follows
kindergarten)

e,j, .
(6rade 1 thru

| 12)

(Grade g thru

PUSTSECUNDARY

{Beyond grade 1
including pro-
grams funded by
LEA)

NOT SPECIFIED

(4ge term not’
given or moze
than ome age |
teru included) |

FEBERAL BOLICY (Focus is on the policy.)

SEA (Federal policy implementation;

state programs; guidelines; research

schools, adm:uistrators)
Hﬁ(&ﬁmimdﬁnewhWIWRMMr
-tion; couuty, district, township, city

"-prugraams, gurdelrnes research schools,
admrnlstrators) -

TEACHER EDUCATION (Preservice; prograns
offered at higher education Iéréi)

---------------------

9L

offered by schools, distrrcts at SEA and
'EEA levels)

-------------------------------------------

SPECTAL TRACHRR/CLASS (Teacher trarned in
special education)

-------------------------------------------

&d it special education who has handi-
happed students iz class)

------------------------------------------

SUPPOR PERSONNEL (Individuals within thé'
school hierarchy other than special edu-
cation teacher who work with handicapped
students, e.g., Speech teacher, physical
therapist, school psychologist, aides,
'paraprofessionals)

-------------------------------------------

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION (Gooperatron be-
tween school entities such as commnnrty
agencies, e.g., welfare, chrid abuse,

Heie~ and state agencies, e.g., voca-

QERé:m%HRMwmswmﬂsmwh)

e

o

REGULAR TEACHER/CLASS (Teacher not train<

=
3

---------------

---------------

----------------

----------------

---------------------------------

---------------

---------------

---------------

-----------------

-----------------

CE Y T e Y T

-----------------

----------------

----------------

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

----------------

----------------

e




PRINCIPAL FOCUS CATEGORY

POSTSECONDARY
(Beyond grade. 12

including pro-
grans funded by
1EA) '

NOT SPECIi‘iEﬁ
(Age term mot -
given or more
than ofie 2ge
tern included)

SHIP (Ifvolvement of administration;

 .personne1 vith parents or familles of
handicapped and/or gifted students to

it::p*'nv‘s the stndent s education)

to prevent initial disability and/or
6ften in early childtiood)

4SSESSHENT, TDENTEFECATION IAny use of
formal or informal procedures to find

social, emotional; sensory domains for
placement ia least restrictive eaviron,

-----------------------------------------

with speczfzc disabilities; e.g.; blind

quents; hospital schools for severely
shiysically handicapped; private schools
institutions with focus on speclflc dis
ability)

REBABILITATION/INDEPENDENT LIVING (In-
cludes: residentfal schools; secondary
schools with vocational/career programs
vocat10na1 rehabilltaticn agency progra
" YODELS (Progras or prbcéduréé appro-
Bfiéfé for féﬁliéétibh)

PARENT EDUCATION; PﬁRENTfSGHOOL PARTNER-

' special or regular teachers, or support

.i@@i&Vé parents’ understandings of stu-
dent's needs and education; and thus to

| PREVENTION (Medical or behaviorat actiond

actions to prevent a secondary disability

out ability level in cognitive, physical]

deaf, mentally retarded, juvenile delin-

I e L L EE R L EE L EE L ER Lo il ek bt

----------------

----------------

BARLY CATLDROUD ELEVENTARY |. SECONDAZY
|(Bizth to age 7 [(Grade 1 thru | (Grade 9 thru
years; Tends 8) £2)
o overlap with
alem. , thereforq
{
p
) | — [
/
i.
)
T --------------------------------------------------
!
i
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